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SENATE-Tuesday, September 27, 1983 
September 27, 1983 

<Legislative day of Monday, September 26, 1983> 

The Senate met at 11 a.m., on the 
expiration of the recess, and was 
called to order by the President pro 
tempore <Mr. THuRMoND). 

PRAYER 

The Chaplain, the Reverend Rich
ard C. Halverson, D.D., offered the fol
lowing prayer: 
. Let us pray. 

Gracious Father in Heaven, this 
promises to be a pressure week. Thank 
Thee for the leadership, for their pa
tience, their fairness, and their objec
tivity. Grant to them special wisdom 
as they guide the Senate through 
these days. Grant, dear God, that this 
week will be one characterized by the 
finest performance of every Senator 
and every staff person involved in leg
islation. Move in our midst in ways 
that will surprise all of us with the 
ease and proficiency with which busi
ness is done this week. Let it be one of 
the most memorable experiences in 
the 98th Congress. Give to every Sena
tor and those associated in the labors 
of these days a very special dispensa
tion of love and grace and blessing. In 
Jesus'name.~en. 

RECOGNITION OF THE 
MAJORITY LEADER 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
majority leader is recognized. 

Mr. BAKER. I thank the Chair. 

SENATE SCHEDULE 
Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, after 

the recognition of the two leaders 
under the standing order, there will be 
a period for the transaction of routine 
morning business until 12 noon, at 
which time the Senate will stand in 
recess, as we usually do on Tuesdays, 
for 2 hours, until 2 p.m., so that Sena
tors on both sides of the aisles may 
attend their separate party caucuses, 
which are conducted away from the 
Senate Chamber. 

Mr. President, at 2 p.m. the Senate 
will resume consideration of Senate 
Joint Resolution 159. We will continue 
to debate that measure today as long 
as circumstances warrant and dictate. 

I do not, however, expect today to be 
a long day. We can modify that ap
praisal as other Senators may express 
their wishes and desires. 

However, I do urge Senators to con
sider that tomorrow will be a very full 
day and I express the hope that we 

may be able to finish debate on the 
war powers resolution on Wednesday, 
even if it is late Wednesday. The 
reason for that, Mr. President, is that 
we also have the CR, the continuing 
resolution, to deal with this week and 
the extension of unemployment bene
fits, both of which expire on midnight 
Friday. 

We must also deal perhaps with the 
conference report on revenue sharing 
extension, which also expires this 
week. 

So we have a full week and if it is 
possible to finish war powers on 
Wednesday evening, I wish to do that. 
However, the statutory time for finish
ing it would be 2 p.m. on Thursday, 
and maybe we can improve on that. 
ORDER FOR RECESS UNTIL 9:30 A.M. TOMORROW 

Mr. President, while I have an op
portunity, let me now ask unanimous 
consent that when the Senate com
pletes its business today it stand in 
recess until 9:30 a.m. tomorrow. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER <Mr. 
DENTON). Without objection, it is so 
ordered. 

ORDER FOR PERIOD FOR THE TRANSACTION OF 
ROUTINE MORNING BUSINESS ON TOMORROW 

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, after 
the recognition of the two leaders on 
tomorrow, I ask unanimous consent 
that there be a period for the transac
tion of routine morning business until 
the hour of 10 a.m. in which Senators 
may speak for 1 minute each. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With
out objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, at 10 
a.m., then, the Senate will resume con
sideration of Senate Joint Resolution 
159 and will continue with that during 
the remainder of the day as necessary. 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. BAKER. I yield. 
Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, would the 

distinguished majority leader indulge 
a question at this point? 

Mr. BAKER. Yes. 
Mr. BYRD. Would the majority 

leader be willing to start action on the 
war powers matter, say, at 10:40 a.m.? 
I would be happy to give up my time 
and reserve 1 minute. It seems to me 
that because of the time crunch--

Mr. BAKER. At 9:40 a.m.? 
Mr. BYRD. Yes, 9:40 a.m., because 

that would give us an extra 20 minutes 
for debate equally divided, and some 
Senators may have speeches they can 
make within 10 minutes. One Senator 
might be able to make it in 10 min
utes. 

I am afraid we really would be a 
little short on time. 

Mr. BAKER. Of course, I will. 
Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, if I may 

ask the majority leader one other 
thing, I understand there is a matter 
that is of some importance to the Sen
ator's side of the aisle that will occur 
this evening. There is a somewhat 
similar matter that is of importance to 
this side of the aisle tomorrow 
evening. 

Mr. BAKER. All right. 
Mr. BYRD. So what impact will 

those two events have on our time? 
Would it be agreeable with the Sena
tor if we went beyond 6 p.m. today, as 
long as we have assurance there will 
be no action on any amendment, no 
business transacted, except statements 
which might mostly come from this 
side of the aisle today, and the same 
thing might occur tomorrow evening 
with no action, no business, except 
statements, most of which might come 
from the other side? 

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, I would 
be happy to do that. I would be happy 
to continue the Senate in session 
beyond 6 p.m. on both days for the 
purpose of statements only if that 
would be an accommodation, and I be
lieve it would be an accommodation on 
both sides of the aisle. 

Mr. BYRD. And we could run our 
cloakroom lines at some point to see if 
there are any Senators indeed who 
wish to come over and make state
ments beyond 6 p.m. 

Mr. BAKER. Very well. 
Mr. President, I will not now put 

that in a unanimous-consent request. I 
wish to check one or two things first, 
but I am sure that would be satisfac
tory, and I appreciate the suggestion 
from the minority leader. 

However, I think I will go ahead now 
and change the sequence for in the 
morning. I wonder if the minority 
leader is willing to agree that we 
would each have 2 minutes each in
stead of 10 minutes each standing 
order time. 

Mr. BYRD. Yes. 

ORDER FOR REDUCTION IN LEADERSHIP TIME 
TOMORROW 

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, I make 
that unanimous-consent request. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With
out objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, what 
that means is that at 9:34 a.m., plus or 
minus a minute or two for the prayer 

e This "bullet" symbol identifies statements or insertions which are not spoken by the Member on the floor. 
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and the opening ceremonies, we would 
be on the resolution tomorrow, say, by 
9:40a.m. 

Mr. BYRD. Yes. 
Mr. BAKER. And we will accommo

date to whatever the reasonable re
quirements are tomorrow, and I appre
ciate the offer of the Senator to do so 
today. 

Mr. President, I believe I have noth
ing further to add this morning and I 
yield any remaining time under my 
control to the minority leader if he 
wishes. 

Mr. BYRD. I thank the majority 
leader. 

RECOGNITION OF THE 
MINORITY LEADER 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
minority leader is recognized. 

CONGRATULATIONS, 
"AUSTRALIA II" ,~ 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, late yes
terday afternoon, the Australian 12-
meter yacht, the Australia II, defeated 
the American defender Liberty in the 
25th -contest for the America's cup. 
The victory breaks the longest win
ning streak, 132 years, in any sport the 
world over. Ever since the American 
Yacht America first wrested the auld 
cup from the British off the Isle of 
Wight in 1851, the American defend
ing yacht has successfully prevailed 24 
times. Indeed, in no other cup contest, 
no other contesting boat has won 
more than two races in the best-of
seven series. 

The Australia's victory comes at the 
final match of the seven-race series, 
Australia II prevailing for the coveted 
prize, 4 races to 3. 

The Australian challenge was the 
toughest in the history of the cup. No 
other contender has beaten an Ameri
can yacht by the wide margins it did 
repeatedly. The Australian skipper, 
John Bertrand, and his crew, as well 
as the outstanding long-term effort by 
the brains behind the Australian syn
dicate, Alan Bond, are to be commend
ed, even though I say thiS' reluctantly 
and with some degree of envy. 

The upwind pointing abilities and 
quickness of the Australian boat, as 
well as the fine teamwork of its crew, 
posed a formidable test which pushed 
Liberty's tactics and technology to its 
limits. There is some matter of luck in
volved here, such as the change in 
winds. The Aussies have exhibited 
great spirit and superb sportsmanship 
throughout this long contest. 

The tenacious and talented skipper 
of Liberty, Dennis Conner and his 
hard-working crew, as well as the sail
makers, designers, architects, machin
ists, and the thousands of others who 
made a material contribution to the 
American defense, gave it their~· 

The contest, as hard fought and 
close as it was, has done much to invig
orate the America's cup contest. I am 
certain that American sailors will re
double their efforts to wrest the cup 
back from Australia. 

They will do so, in my judgment, 
when the next contest comes in the 
waters off of Perth, Australia, in 1987. 

Congratulations to both the A ustra
lia II crew and the Liberty crew. 

Mr. President, I have nothing else at 
this point. I will be glad to yield my re
maining time to the majority leader or 
yield my time back. 

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, I have 
no request for time. 

ROUTINE MORNING BUSINESS 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 

the previous order, there will now be a 
period for the transaction of routine 
morning business, not to extend 
beyond the hour of 12 noon with state
ments therein limited to 3 minutes 
each. 

ORDER OF PROCEDURE 
Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, I have a 

folder of matters that can be done rou
tinely, I believe. If the minority leader 
is agreeable, I would like to do that at 
this time. 

COMMEMORATING THE 25TH 
ANNIVERSARY OF NASA 

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, first in 
my folder is a joint resolution for 
myself, Mr. GORTON, and many other 
Senators, commemorating the 25th an
niversary of NASA. 

I would like to consider this joint 
resolution today, but it has not yet 
been printed on the calendar. Instead 
of asking for its immediate consider
ation, I ask unanimous consent that it 
be placed on the calendar, if the mi
nority leader agrees. 

Mr. BYRD. I have no objection. I 
would like to have my name included. 

Mr. BAKER. I would be happy to do 
that. I ask unanimous consent that 
the name of the minority leader be 
added as a cosponsor directly after my 
name. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With
out objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, it is the 
intention of the leadership on this side 
to ask the Senate to turn to the con
sideration of this "!)oint resolution on 
tomorrow. 

Mr. BYRD. There appears to be no 
objection on this side. 

Mr. BAKER. I thank the minority 
leader. 

Mr. President, I ask that the Chair 
lay before the Senate H.R. 3871. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The legislative clerk read as follow: 
A bill <H.R. 3871> to amend the Omnibus 

Budget Reconciliation Act of 1982 to pro
vide that the figure used in determining 
hourly rates of pay for Federal employees 
not be changed before the comparability ad
justment in the rates of pay for such em
ployees has been made for fiscal year 1984. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is 
there objection to the request for im
mediate consideration of the bill? 

There being no objection, the Senate 
proceeded to consider the bill. 

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, I would 
point out to Members that the consid
eration of this measure at this time is 
the first utilization of a new section of 
the Calendar of Business. I refer to 
page 35, "Matters Being Held at the 
Desk for Further Action." 

It has been remarked by Senators 
from time to time, and very properly 
so, that often when matters are 
cleared for action on both sides they 
have never been on the calendar. I am 
trying to make it a practice to have 
them on the calendar someplace for at 
least 1 day, as I did with the NASA 
resolution just now, so that Senators 
will be on notice. 

However, those matters that are at 
the desk pending further action until 
now have never been on the calendar 
anywhere at any time. So at least from 
the calendar, Members had no way of 
knowing that they were eligible for 
consideration. They could, of course, 
go to the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD 
where the action appears, and they 
would be fully on notice there from a 
practical standpoint. 

But to make it more convenient for 
Senators to track the matters that 
may be considered at any time, I have 
asked the Public Printer to include 
matters being held at the desk as one 
of . the items on the Calendar of Busi-
ness. 

That has been done today on page 
35. H.R. 3871 is the last item in that 
category. 

Mr. President, the bill has now been - -
laid down? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
majority leader is correct. 

Mr. BAKER. Has consent been given 
to proceed to its immediate consider
ation? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Yes. 
AMENDMENT TO THE OMNIBUS Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I sup-

BUDGET RECONCILIATION ACT port H.R. 3871 which would delay the 
OF 1982 effective date for the 2,087-hour provi
Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, next, a sion upon which general schedule pay 

bill, H.R. 3871, has been cleared for would be based from October 1983 to 
action on this side. If the minority January 1984. 
leader is prepared to go forward with The Reconciliation Act of last year 
that, I will ask the Chair to proceed. changed the base pay computation 

~ 
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from 2,080 hours to 2,087 hours. This 
has the effect of reducing average 
base pay by about $100 for the year. It 
is to be effective this October. 

Because we are moving the next pay 
adjustment to January, we should 
similarly move this provision. Other
wise, Federal employees will find their 
pay reduced in October and increased 
in January. 

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I 
rise in support of H.R. 3871. This bill 
prevents a pay cut for Federal employ
ees next month. H.R. 3871 would delay 
the effective date of a section of the 
Omnibus Reconciliation Act of 1982 
that requires a bookkeeping change in 
the way pay is computed for most Fed
eral employees. This change would 
result in a pay cut for over 25,000 Fed
eral employees in my own State of 
New Mexico in October. However, 
H.R. 3871 provides that the new com
putation change will not take effect 
until the pay comparability adjust
ment also takes effect, thereby elimi
nating this pay cut. 

As my colleagues know, the Presi
dent has now formally proposed delay
ing the pay adjustment until next Jan
uary and capping it at 3.5 percent. 
Congress earlier endorsed a 4-percent 
increase in January. But in the mean
time affected employees would suffer 
a pay cut in 2 weeks unless Congress 
acts. 

H.R. 38'11 provides that the new 
computation method will not take 
effect until the pay comparability ad
justment also takes effect. Thus the 
reduction required by the new compu
tation method will be more than offset 
by the pay comparability adjustment. 

Mr. President, our Federal workers 
work hard in return for their salary. 
Over the past year they have been 
subjected to major changes as a result 
of the Social Security Amendments of 
1983. They vigorously opposed social 
security coverage. I supported Federal 
workers in that fight. 

Federal workers were needlessly 
frightened by retirement program 
changes proposed by the administra
tion in its fiscal year 1984 budget. I op
posed those changes, and the changes 
did not appear in the fiscal year 1984 
congressional budget. 

Mr. President, H.R. 3871 solves an 
immediate problem in a ·way that is 
fair and equitable to Federal employ
ees. It is also consistent with the 
intent of last year's legislation. It is 
worthy of our support. 

The bill was ordered to a third read
ing, read the third time, and passed. 

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, I move 
to reconsider the vote by which the 
bill was passed. 

Mr. BYRD. I move to lay that 
motion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

MATTERS BEING HELD AT THE 
DESK FOR FURTHER ACTION 
Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, will the 

majority leader yield? 
Mr. BAKER. I yield. 
Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, in refer

ring to the new items on the calendar, 
I think that is a good idea but I think 
it is bad to allow more and more items 
to be held at the desk for further 
action without their going to commit
tee. I hasten to say that in some cases 
it has been my side which has request
ed that. I would just hope that we not 
allow this to become too contagious 
which ends up in an epidemic. 

Mr. BAKER. I agree with the minor
ity leader. As a matter of fact, a sec
ondary benefit of having this new cat
egory on the calendar will be to 
remind me of the items being held at 
the desk which otherwise I might not 
realize. 

If we are not careful, we are going to 
destroy the committee system by hold
ing matters at the desk. So Members 
who have matters held at the desk by 
unanimous consent or otherwise 
should understand that the leadership 
on this side intends to try to clean off 
that calendar as soon as possible. 

Mr. BYRD. Will the majority leader 
yield? 

Mr. BAKER. Yes. 
Mr. BYRD. I also hope that we 

would not accelerate too greatly the 
use of rule XIV. Here again, I have set 
in motion that rule perhaps more than 
anybody else on my side, at the re
quest of my colleagues. But I think 
there again, we have to have a little 
caution. But I do not know of any way 
around, if a Senator wants to trigger 
that rule XIV, keeping them from 
doing so. 

Mr. BAKER. The Senator is abso
lutely right. 

Mr. BYRD. Except to object to the 
introduction of that bill on that date. 
And if the majority leader does not 
have another legislative day for 2 
months, the sponsor is held up for 2 
months to introduce it. 

Mr. BAKER. There are a number of 
ways that can be done. I have tried to 
convince a number of Senators who 
have come to me to propose a bill for 
the calendar under rule XIV that they 
should think about that and attempt 
to do it routinely, because not only 
does it deprive the committee of juris
diction. but it also does something 
that perhaps I should not say, but I 
am going to say; it delivers that matter 
into the tender mercy of the keeper of 
the calendar, and the minority leader 
and I, really, as a practical matter, are 
the keepers of the calendar. So there 
is no guarantee that rule XIV is going 
to produce a result. · 

In many cases, or in most cases, per
haps, Members will do better to have 
it in committee and have the reinforc
ing approval of the committee report
ing that measure than they will just 

by putting it on the calendar and then 
the leadership put to the test of decid
ing whether they are going to take it 
up or not. 

I freely confess that I am not going 
to take up matters unless I am con
vinced they should be taken up be
cause of a great national importance 
or that I am convinced that the com
mittee would like to have them taken 
up. So rule XIV is not a panacea. 

Mr. BYRD. Will the majority leader 
yield again? 

Mr. BAKER. Yes. 
Mr. BYRD. I do not think we have 

yet gone too far in that direction, but 
I just am concerned lest we do it. I am 
also concerned that some committees 
are not, on the whole, as active as per
haps they should be in dealing with 
these matters, which is a fact, in itself, 
that might encourage Senators to pro
ceed the route of rule XIV. 

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, I agree 
with that. I hope Members will read 
these remarks and take account of 
them as they decide whether to pro
ceed under rule XIV. 

JOINT REFERRAL OF EXECU
TIVE COMMUNICATION NO. 
1670 
Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that Executive 
Communication No. 1670, dealing with 
interstate highways and mass transit, 
be discharged from the Committee on 
Commerce, Science, and Transporta
tion, and that it be jointly referred to 
the Committee on Environment and 
Public Works and the Committee on 
Banking, Housing, and Urban Affairs. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With
out objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, I say to 
the minority leader that next I would 
propose to go to S. 1046, if he is agree
able. 

Mr. BYRD. There is no objection, 
Mr. President. 

Mr. BAKER. I thank the minority 
leader. 

RISK RETENTION 
Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, I ask 

the Chair to lay before the Senate 
Calendar Order No. 275, S. 1046. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
A bill <S. 1046) to clarify the applicability 

of a provision of law regarding risk reten
tion. 

There being no objection, the Senate 
proceeded to consider the bill. 

Mr. KASTEN. Mr. President, I am 
pleased to speak in support of S. 1046 
which clarifies the Risk Retention 
Act. I hope in light of its technical 
nature, this bill will receive prompt ap
proval by the Senate. S. 1046 was ap
proved without objection by the Com-
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mittee on Commerce, Science, and 
Transportation. 

S. 1046 makes clear, as was originally 
intended, that risk retention and pur
chasing groups may insure any cover
age which constitutes a "product li
ability" loss, as that term is defined in 
the Risk Retention Act. This includes 
insurance by a risk retention group for 
damage to a product itself <such as 
builder warranties>. as well as injury 
to persons and other property. 

The bill will insure that the defini
tions in that act are controlling with 
respect to the scope of the insurance 
coverage that risk retention groups 
may provide. It does not expand the 
Risk Retention Act; it merely clarifies 
the existing scope of the law. The bill 
does not, in any way, affect the liabil
ity of manufacturers for loss occurring 
as a result of a product defect. 

In 1981, Congress enacted the Prod
uct Liability Risk Retention Act. The 
act was passed to facilitate the ability 
of businesses to establish self-insur
ance coverage on a group basis for 
product liability risks. It also facili
tates the ability of businesses to pur
chase comprehensive general liability 
insurance on a group basis. This is 
done by exempting risk retention 
groups and purchasing groups from 
certain duplicative and burdensome 
State laws which have restricted the 
formation of self-insurance groups in 
the past. 

I will not take the time now to spell 
out all of the details of the legislative 
history accompanying the original 
Risk Retention Act, which is carefully 
explained in Senate Report No. 98-
172, accompanying S. 1046. I will, how
ever, comment on it briefly. the Risk 
Retention Act permits self insurance 
cooperatives called "risk retention 
groups" to insure the product liability 
risks of its member. The Senate report 
stated unambiguously that the defini
tion of "product liability" in the act 
served to define the coverage that may 
be provided by a risk retention group" 
and to "delineate[s] the boundaries" 
of the exemption from State law. 

Notwithstanding this clear state
ment of congressional intent, some dis
putes have arisen over whether Feder
al or State law definitions of "product 
liability" control the scope of the cov
erage that may be provided by a risk 
retention group. This has resulted in 
litigation in two Federal courts and a 
number of inquiries by State regula
tors. 

S. 1046 is intended to remove any 
legal doubt that the product liability 
risks specified in the Risk Retention 
Act define the scope of coverage that 
risk retention groups may insure. I be
lieve that this clarification will help 
avoid needless litigation regarding the 
scope of authorized coverage and will 
eliminate any existing uncertainty 
that could discourage groups from uti
lizing the authority granted under the 

act. This amendment also clarifies 
that nothing in the act or its structure 
authorizes any State, including a li
censing State, to restrict or expand 
the coverages a group may provide. It 
is intended that a group will qualify, 
regardless of the features of its pro
gram, if its primary activity consists of 
assuming and spreading any portion of 
the legal liability of its members for 
their product liability risk exposure. 

Mr. President, I appreciate the con
cern of some State insurance regula
tors that the Risk Retention Act not 
be used as a vehicle to avoid legitimate 
State regulation of automobile, 
health, life, and other lines of insur
ance. At the same time, however, in
surance regulators should not con
strue this law-intended to simplify 
the regulation of the self-insurance of 
product liability risks-so narrowly 
that its purposes and objectives are de
feated. 

The amendment contained inS. 1046 
will end debate over the scope of in
surance coverage that risk retention 
groups and purchasing groups are au
thorized to offer to their members. It 
will provide guidance to those forming 
such groups, as well as to insurance 
regulators. 

For these reasons, and to assure the 
full implementation of the Risk Re
tention Act, I urge the Senate to pass 
s. 1046. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
bill is before the Senate and open to 
amendment. If there be no amend
ment to be proposed, the question is 
on the engrossment and third reading 
of the bill. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
for a third reading, was read the third 
time, and passed, as follows: 

S.1046 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of 

Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, That sec
tion 2<b> of the Product Liability Risk Re
tention Act of 1981 <15 U.S.C. 3901(b)) is 
amended to read as follows: 

"(b) Nothing in this Act shall be con
strued to affect either the tort law or the 
law govering the interpretation of insurance 
contracts of any State, and the definitions 
of product liability and product liability in
surance under any State law shall not be ap
plied for the purposes of this Act, including 
recognition or qualification of risk retention 
groups or purchasing groups.". 

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, I move 
to reconsider the vote by which the 
bill was passed. 

Mr. BYRD. I move to lay that 
motion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, the 
final item I have on today's calendar 
of routine matters isS. 1146, Calendar 
Order No. 384. Is the minority leader 
prepared to approve that matter? 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, the 
matter has been cleared. 

AVIATION DRUG-TRAFFICKING 
CONTROL ACT 

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, I ask 
the Chair to lay before the Senate S. 
1146. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
A bill <S. 1146> to amend the Federal Avia

tion Act of 1958 to provide for the revoca
tion of the airman certificates and for addi
tional penalties for the transportation by 
aircraft of controlled substances, and for 
other purposes. 

There being no objection, the Senate 
proceeded to consider the bill, which 
had been reported from the Commit
tee on Commerce, Science and Trans
portation with an amendment to 
strike all after the enacting clause and 
insert: 
That this Act may be cited as the "Aviation 
Drug-Trafficking Control Act." 

SEc. 2. <a> Section 609 of the Federal Avia
tion Act of 1958 <49 U.S.C. 1429) is amended 
by adding at the end thereof the following 
new subsection: 
"TRANSPORTATION, DISTRIBUTION, OR OTHER 

ACTIVITIES RELATED TO CONTROLLED SUB
STANCES 

"<c><l> The Administrator shall issue an 
order revoking the airman certificates of 
any person upon conviction of such person 
for any felony violation of a State or Feder
al law relating to a controlled substance 
<other than a law relating to simple posses
sion of a controlled substance> if the Admin
istrator determines that <A> an aircraft was 
used in connection with the commission of 
the offense and <B> such person knowingly 
either served as an airman in connection 
with the offense or was on board the air
craft in connection with the offense. 

"(2) The Administrator shall issue an 
order revoking the airman certificates of 
any person if the Administrator determines 
that-

"<A> the airman has engaged in an activity 
which he knew, or had reasonable cause to 
know, was intended to distribute, import, or 
export a controlled substance; 

"<B> an aircraft was used in such activity 
or to facilitate such activity; 

"<C> the airman either served as an 
airman in connection with such activity or 
was on board the aircraft in connection with 
such activity; 

"<D> the controlled substance was not part 
of the legitimate official supplies of such 
aircraft; 

"<E> the controlled substance was not part 
of the cargo entered in the manifest of an 
aircraft engaged in the usual course of busi
ness of a common or contract carrier certifi
cated to carry cargo under the provisions of 
this Act; and 

"<F> the airman <or his employer> was not 
authorized to distribute, import, or export 
<as the case may be> the controlled sub
stance under any State or Federal law or 
under the authority of any State or Federal 
agency. 
For the purpose of subparagraph <F> of this 
paragraph, if the Administrator determines 
that the airman <or his employer> was not 
registered to distribute, import, or export 
<as the case may be) the controlled sub
stance in question pursuant to section 303 of 
the Controlled Substances Act (21 U.S.C. 
823) or section 1007 of the Controlled Sub-
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stances Import and Export Act <21 U.S.C. 
957>. the burden of proof shall be on the 
airman to establish that he <or his employ
er> was authorized to distribute, import, or 
export <as the case may be> such controlled 
substance under any State or Federal law or 
under the authority of any State or Federal 
agency. This paragraph is intended to reach 
activity occurring within the territorial ju
risdiction of the United States, or without 
the territorial jurisdiction of the United 
States, or both. 

"<3> Prior to revoking an airman certifi
cate under this subsection, the Administra
tor shall advise the holder thereof of the 
charges or any reasons relied upon by the 
Administrator for his proposed action and 
shall provide the holder of such certificate 
an opportunity to answer any charges and 
be heard as to why such certificate should 
not be revoked. Any person whose certifi
cate is revoked by the Administrator pursu
ant to this subsection may appeal the Ad
ministrator's order to the Board and the 
Board shall, after notice and a hearing on 
the record, affirm, amend, modify, or re
verse the Administrator's order. In the con
duct of its hearings, the Board shall not be 
bound by findings of fact of the Administra
tor. The filing of an appeal with the Board 
shall stay the effectiveness of the Adminis
trator's order unless the Administrator ad
vises the Board that safety in air commerce 
or air transportation requires the immediate 
effectiveness of his order, in which event 
the order shall remain effective and the 
Board shall finally dispose of the appeal 
within 60 days after being so advised by the 
Administrator. A person whose certificate is 
revoked by the Board's order may obtain ju
dicial review of said order under the provi
sions of section 1006. The filing of an appli
cation for such judicial review shall not stay 
the effectiveness of the Board's order. 

"<4> In any proceeding pursuant to this 
subsection, the findings of an appropriate 
State or Federal court as to any element of 
proof required by this subsection shall be 
conclusive and neither the Administrator 
nor the Board shall have the authority to 
review such issue. 

"(5) In any proceeding pursuant to para
graph <2> of this subsection-

"<A> neither the Administrator nor the 
Board shall be required, or have the author
ity, to determine if any activity constitutes a 
violation of any State or Federal law relat
ing to a controlled substance; 

"<B> no part of' the record of such pro
ceeding shall be admitted as evidence in any 
State or Federal criminal proceeding; and 

"<C> neither the Administrator nor the 
Board shall have the authority to revoke 
the airman certificate of any person who 
has been the subject of a criminal indict
ment or information concerning the activity 
related to a controlled substance and who 
has been acquitted in a State or Federal 
court of all charges related to such activity. 

"(6) For the purposes of this subsection, 
the terms 'controlled substance' and 'distrib
ute'-~hall have the same meaning given such 
terms by section 102 of the Controlled Sub
stances Act <21 U.S.C. 802) and the terms 
'import' and 'export' shall have the same 
meaning given such terms by section 1001 of 
the Controlled Substances Import and 
Export Act <21 U.S.C. 951).". 

<b> That portion of the table of contents 
contained in the first section of the Federal 
Aviation Act of 1958 which appears under 
the side heading: 
"Sec. 609. Amendment, suspension, and rev

ocation of certificates." 

is amended by adding at the end thereof: 
"<c> Transportation, distribution, or other 

activity related to controlled 
substances.". 

SEC. 3. Section 602<b> of the Federal Avia
tion Act of 1958 <49 U.S.C. 1422<b» is 
amended by inserting "(1>" after "(b)" and 
by adding at the end thereof the following 
new paragraph: 

"<2><A> Except as provided in subpara
graph <B>, the Administrator shall not issue 
an airman certificate to any person whose 
airman certificate has been revoked pursu
ant to subsection <c> of section 609 of this 
title during the 5-year period beginning on 
the date of such revocation. 

"<B> The Administrator may issue an 
airman certificate to any such person before 
the end of such 5-year period (but not 
before the end of the 1-year period begin
ning on the date of such revocation> if, in 
addition to the findings required by para
graph (1), the Administrator determines (i) 
that revocation of the certificate for such 5-
year period would be excessive considering 
the nature of the offense or the act commit
ted and the burden which revocation places 
on such person, or <ii> that revocation of the 
certificate for such 5-year period would not 
be in the public interest. The determina
tions under clauses (i) and (ii) of the preced
ing sentence shall be within the discretion 
of the Administrator and any such determi
nation or failure to make such a determina
tion shall not be subject to administrative 
or judicial review. 

"<C> Notwithstanding any other provi
sions of this paragraph, in any case in which 
the Administrator has revoked the airman 
certificate of any person pursuant to section 
601<c> <1> or <2> as a result of any activity 
related to a controlled substance and such 
person is subsequently acquitted of all 
charges related to such activity in any crimi
nal indictment or information arising from 
such activity, the Administrator shall issue 
a certificate to such person if such person is 
otherwise qualified to serve as an airman 
tinder the provisions of this Act.". 

SEC. 4. Section 50 1< e) of the Federal A via
tion Act of 1958 <49 U.S.C. 1401(e)) is 
amended by inserting "(1)" after "(e)" and 
by adding at the end thereof the following 
new paragraph: 

"(2)(A) The Administrator shall issue an 
order revoking the certificate of registration 
issued to an owner under this section for an 
aircraft and each other certificate of regis
tration held by such owner under this sec
tion, if the Administrator determines that-

"(i) such aircraft has been used in an ac
tivity, or to facilitate an activity that is a 
felony violation of any State or Federal law 
relating to a controlled substance <other 
than any law relating to simple possession 
of a controlled substance>; and 

"<ii> the use of the aircraft was permitted 
by such owner who knew, or had reasonable 
cause to know, that the aircraft was intend
ed to be used for activity described in clause 
(i) of this subparagraph. 
For purposes of this paragraph, an owner of 
an aircraft who is not an individual shall be 
considered to know, or to have reasonable 
cause to know, the intended use of an air
craft only if a majority of the individuals 
who control such owner or who are involved 
in forming the major policy of such owner 
knew, or had reasonable cause to have 
known, of such intended use. 

"<B> Prior to revoking any certificate of 
registration under this subsection the Ad
ministrator shall advise the holder thereof 
of the charges or any reasons relied upon by 

the Administrator for his proposed action 
and shall provide the holder of the certifi
cate of registration an opportunity to 
answer any charges and be heard as to why 
such certificate should not be revoked. Any 
person whose certificate of registration is 
revoked by the Administrator pursuant to 
this subsection may appeal the Administra
tor's order to the Board and the Board 
shall, after notice and a hearing on the 
record, affirm, amend, modify, or reverse 
the Administrator's order. In the conduct of 
its hearings, the Board shall not be bound 
by findings of fact of the Administrator. 
The filing of an appeal with the Board shall 
stay the effectiveness of the Administrator's 
order unless the Administrator advises the 
Board that safety in air commerce or air 
transportation requires the immediate ef
fectiveness of his order, in which event the 
order shall remain effective and the Board 
shall finally dispose of the appeal within 60 
days after being so advised by the Adminis
trator. The person whose certificate of reg
istration is revoked by the Board's order 
may obtain judicial review of said order 
under the provision of section 1006. The 
filing of an application for such judicial 
review shall not stay the effectiveness of 
Board's order. 

"<C> In any proceeding under this para
graph-

"(i) the term 'controlled substance' shall 
have the same meaning given such term by 
section 102 of the Controlled Substances 
Act <21 U.S.C. 802>; 

"<ii> no part of the record of such proceed
ing shall be admitted as evidence in any 
State or Federal criminal proceeding; 

"(iii) neither the Administrator nor the 
Board shall have the authority to revoke 
any certificate of registration if the owner 
of such aircraft has been the subject of a 
criminal indictment or information concern
ing the alleged illegal activity related to a 
controlled substance and has been acquitted 
in a State or Federal court of all such 
charges; and 

"(iv> the findings of an appropriate State 
or Federal court as to any element of proof 
required by such paragraph shall be conclu
sive and neither the Administrator nor the 
Board shall have the authority to review 
such issue. 

"<D> Notwithstanding any other provision 
of this paragraph, in any case in which the 
Administrator has revoked the certificate of 
registration of any person as a result of any 
activity related .to controlled substance and 
such person is subsequently acquitted of all 
charges related to such activity in any crimi
nal indictment or information arising from 
such activity, the Administrator shall issue 
a certificate of registration to such person if 
such person is otherwise qualified for such a 
certificate under the provision of this Act. 

"(E) Except as provided in subparagraph 
<F>, the Administrator shall not issue a cer
tificate of registration to any person who 
has had a certificate revoked pursuant to 
subparagraph <A> of this paragraph during 
the 5-year period beginning on the date of 
such revocation. 

"(F) The Administrator may issue a certif
icate of registration for an aircraft to any 
such person before the end of such 5-year 
period <but not before the end of the 1-year 
period beginning on the date of such revoca
tion> if the Administrator determines that 
such aircraft is otherwise eligible for regis
tration under this section and (i) that revo
cation of the certificate for such 5-year 
period would be excessive considering the 
nature of the offense or the act committed 
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and the burden which revocation places on 
such person, or (11) that revocation of the 
certificate for such 5-year period would not 
be in the public interest. The determina
tions under clauses (1) and <11) of the preced
ing sentence shall be within the discretion 
of the Administrator and any such determi
nation or failure to make such a determina
tion shall not be subject to administrative 
or judicial review.". 

SEC. 5. Section 902<b> of the Federal Avia
tion Act of 1958 <49 U.S.C. 1472<b» is 
amended-

<1> by striking out "<b> Any person who" 
and inserting in lieu thereof "<b><l> Except 
as provided in paragraph <2>. any person 
who"; 

<2> by striking out "uses or attempts to 
use" and inserting in lieu thereof "sells, 
uses, attempts to use, or possesses with the 
intent to use"; and 

<3> by adding at the end thereof the fol
lowing new paragraph: 

"<2><A> Any person who violates para
graph <1 > of this subsection <other than by 
selling a fraudulent certificate> with the 
intent to commit any act prohibited by any 
State or Federal felony law relating to con
trolled substances <other than any law relat
ing to simple possession of a controlled sub
stance> shall be subject to a fine not exceed
ing $25,000 or to imprisonment not exceed
ing 5 years, or both. 

"<B> Any person who violates paragraph 
< 1 > of this subsection by selling a fraudulent 
certificate with the knowledge that the pur
chaser intends to use such certificate in con
nection with any act prohibited by any 
State or Federal felony law relating to con
trolled substances <other than any law relat
ing to simple possession of a controlled sub
stance> shall be subject to a fine not exceed
ing $25,000 or to imprisonment not exceed
ing 5 years, or both. 

"(C) For purposes of this paragraph, the 
term 'controlled substance' has the meaning 
given such term by section 102<6> of the 
Controlled Substances Act.". 

SEC. 6. This Act and the amendments 
made by this Act shall apply with respect to 
acts and violations occurring after the date 
of enactment of this Act. 

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, is the 
amendment a committee amendment? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. It is a 
complete substitute. 

Mr. BAKER. Reported by the com
mittee? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
leader is correct. 

Mr. BAKER. I thank the Chair. 
Mr. BENTSEN. Mr. President, on 

April 26, I introduced, along with Sen
ators DECONCINI and DOMENICI, S. 
1146, the Aviation Drug-Trafficking 
Control Act. I introduced the bill to 
amend the Federal Aviation Act of 
1958 because I believed that the cur
rent civil penalty of $1,000 fine and a 
1-year suspension of a pilot's certifi
cate, which the FAA may impose upon 
pilots convicted for illegal drug traf
ficking, was not sufficient. 

The statistics tell an alarming story. 
According to the Drug Enforcement 
Agency estimates, in 1981, 50 percent 
of the cocaine, 35 percent of the mari
juana, 75 percent of Southwest Asian 
heroin, and 80 percent of the danger
ous drugs entering the United States 
are smuggled in by air. According to 
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the Customs Service, 1.3 million 
pounds of drugs-cocaine, marijuana, 
heroin, mathaqualone, and others
will enter the country by private air
craft this year. Ninety percent of that 
will come across our southern border. 

Not surprisingly, given the condi
tions under which small private air
craft used to smuggle drugs are flown, 
many crash for lack of fuel, because 
they are overloaded, or because their 
pilots take off from or attempt to land 
on unmarked, deserted airfields. The 
FAA informs me that between 1980 
and 1982 there have been 491 aircraft 
crashes in which drugs had been on 
board. Drugs aside, it seems to me 
have a very serious aviation safety 
problem here as well. 

Drug smuggling is a pernicious 
threat. It creates crime, corrosive 
values, and supports an underground, 
untaxed economy, which threatens le
gitimate business and enterprise. It 
also of course destroys thousands of 
lives every year. 

I therefore introduced the Aviation 
Drug-Trafficking Control Act, which is 
designed to bring the Federal Aviation 
Administration into the fight against 
drug smuggling. S. 1146 would require 
revocation of an airman's certificate 
for 5 years if the holder is convicted of 
violating any law relating to controlled 
substances-other than a law relating 
to simple possession-and the FAA Ad
ministrator determines that the certif
icate holder knowingly served as an 
airman in connection with the viola
tion. 

The bill also empowers the Adminis
trator to revoke an airman's certificate 
for up to 5 years but not less than 1 if 
he determines that the holder know
ingly served as an airman in connec
tion with the transportation of a con
trolled substance, even if the holder 
was not previously convicted for a 
drug-related offense. 

Before an airman's certificate could 
be revoked, however, the holder must 
be given notice and an opportunity to 
answer the charges. He would also 
have the right of appeal to the courts. 
The provision is consistent with nu
merous judicial decisions which have 
held that a license is a privilege and 
not a right, and may therefore be re
voked when it has been abused. Cur
rent law gives the Administrator the 
authority to suspend or revoke a li
cense for safety violations, and, as 
demonstrated by the numerous drug
related crashes, smuggling drugs by air 
is clearly dangerous. 

The bill also gives the Administrator 
the authority to revoke a certificate of 
registration for up to 5 years but not 
less than 1 if he determines that the 
owner has knowingly permitted the 
aircraft to be used to transport a con
trolled substance. 

Although I do not consider the Fed
eral Aviation Administration a Drug 
Enforcement Agency, we have given 

the FAA responsibility to license and 
certify airmen and aircraft. The FAA 
can and should, I believe, use its li
censing authority to help make certain 
that aircraft are not employed to 
smuggle drugs. This is an authority 
and responsibility we have already 
given the Coast Guard; there is no 
reason not to give the same task to the 
FAA, particularly when drug traffick
ing by air is so serious today. 

Finally, Mr. President, I would like 
to thank Senator KAssEBAUM for her 
diligent work in putting S. 1146 in the 
form it is today. She scheduled early 
hearings and moved the bill expedi
tiously through the Commerce Com
mittee. I would also like to thank the 
American Law Division of the Con
gressional Research Service for doing, 
at my request, an incisive legal analy
sis of S. 1146, which found no due 
process problems with the bill. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
bill is open to further amendment. If 
there be no further amendment to be 
proposed, the question is on agreeing 
to the committee amendment in the 
nature of a substitute. 

The committee amendment was 
agreed to. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
for a third reading and was read the 
third time, and passed. 

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, I move 
to reconsider the vote by which the 
bill was passed. 

Mr. BYRD. I move to lay that 
motion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, that was 
the last of the items I have in my 
folder for action routinely. I thank the 
minority leader and other Senators. I 
yield the floor. 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, would not 
it be well if we, before passing a bill by 
unanimous consent, move it to third 
reading? 

Mr. BAKER. It would be. We have 
not been doing that lately. I hope that 
the Parliamentarian would prompt the 
Chair to call for third reading in case 
there are amendments and we can pro
ceed in that way. 

Mr. BYRD. Yes. A Senator might 
wish to have a vote on third reading. I 
do not foresee it. But it seems to me, 
for future generations which I hope 
will research the REcoRD of this gen
eration, they might find it useful. 

Mr. BAKER. There are days, Mr. 
President, when I hope future genera
tions cannot find the RECORD. 

Mr. President, I thank the minority 
leader. We are in morning business 
still, I believe. I yield the floor. 
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BASE FOR FERRYING ARMS TO There being no objection, the article 

EL SALVADOR FOUND IN NICA- was ordered to be printed in the 
RAGUA RECORD, as follows: 
Mr. WILSON. Mr. President, I rise 

to place in the RECORD a news report 
which my colleagues may have missed 
when it first ran. Many of my col
leagues, I suspect, have encountered 
skepticism from constituents as to the 
truth and accuracy of allegations that 
Nicaraguan involvement and terrorism 
has been directed against the Govern
ment and the people of El Salvador. 

I have encountered such skepticism, 
Mr. President, not only among con
stituents, but even among a few re
cently arrived members of the news 
media during my recent trip to Cen
tral America. This is not surprising be
cause, as the report which I seek to 
have printed in the RECORD states, 
"U.S. officials have consistently re
fused to provide evidence of the Nica
ragua-to-E! Salvador arms flow, con
tending it would compromise intelli
gence sources.'' 

Indeed, this report is itself the work 
of investigative reporters. To quote 
the report: "No U.S. officials were 
interviewed in connection with this 
report." 

Mr. President, the report I am in
serting in the RECORD today is one by 
Sam Dillon of the Knight-Ridder 
News Service that ran on Thursday, 
September 22, 1983, in the Washing
ton Post. Mr. Dillon's report is by no 
means an isolated piece of evidence, 
but is notable for the clarity for which 
it documents the complicity of the 
Sandinista regime in arming and di
recting the terrorist activities within 
El Salvador. 

The report details a raid against "A 
radio-equipped warehouse and boat fa
cility, disguised as a fishing coopera
tive on an island in northwest Nicara
gua," which "has served for 3 years as 
a transshipment point for smuggling 
arms to El Salvador." That, despite 
the fact that "the Nicaraguan Govern
ment denies the operation." 

Mr. President, this report is one 
more piece of evidence in the undeni
able case that has been made that the 
Sandinista regime in Nicaragua in
tends and is, in fact, actively seeking 
to bring about "revolution without 
boundaries." 

The chosen means of the Sandinis
tas for exporting their revolution to 
neighbors who do not wish to share it 
is to persuade them by violence, ter
rorism, and subversion. 

Mr. President, it is my hope that 
this additional piece of evidence will 
be useful to my colleagues in answer
ing skeptics and persuading them to 
see the unhappy truth, using reason 
and facts rather than violence to per
suade. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that the report by Mr. Dillon be 
printed in the RECORD. 

BASE FOR FERRYING ARMs TO EL SALVADOR 
FOUND IN NICARAGUA 

<By Sam Dillon> 
ESTERO DE PADRE RAMOS, NICARAGUA.-A 

radio-equipped warehouse and boat facility, 
disguised as a fishing cooperative on an 
island to northwestern Nicaragua, has 
served for three years as a transshipment 
point for smuggling arms to El Salvador, nu
merous residents here say. 

Although the Nicaraguan government 
denies the operation, fishermen and others 
in several tiny coastal hamlets nearby say 
that soldiers in military vehicles regularly 
trucked wooden boxes to the water's edge 
and loaded them in motor-powered launches 
bound for El Salvador's coast 40 miles to the 
north. 

Fishermen report occasionally finding 
similar wooden boxes containing foot-long 
"bazookas" -presumably mortar shells or 
similar munitions-on shore north of the 
mouth of this estuary where the boats 
battle the surf to enter the Pacific Ocean. 

A 14-boat fleet, including half a dozen 
large dugout canoes that can carry thou
sands of pounds of cargo, has been involved 
in the operation, residents say, with regular 
departures at two-week intervals. 

The Reagan administration has contended 
since soon after the inauguration in 1981 
that Nicaragua's Sandinista government was 
supplying arms to the Salvadoran guerrillas. 
But U.S. officials have consistently refused 
to provide evidence of the Nicaragua-to-E! 
Salvador arms flow, contending it would 
compromise intelligence sources. Without 
the proof, critics have been skeptical of the 
U.S. allegations. 

No U.S. officials were interviewed in con
nection with this report. 

Anti-Sandinista ''counterrevolutionaries'' 
attacked the island Sept. 14, blowing up the 
warehouse and three small boats. A commu
nique from the Honduran-based, U.S.-fi
nanced Nicaraguan Democratic Force 
<FDN> claimed responsibility, calling the 
site "an important center of logistical 
supply" for Salvadoran guerrillas. 

Sandinista authorities claimed the FDN 
had attacked the state-financed Mario Car
rillo fishing cooperative. Barricada, the offi
cial newspaper, condemned the attack as 
"irrational criminality." 

Defense Ministry officials, asked about 
the details in this account, insisted that no 
military installation had existed on the 
island. 

Officials in the Fisheries Ministry and the 
National Development Bank said Monday, 
however, that the Mario Carrillo coopera
tive is not on the island and that no state
recognized cooperative operates in this 
region. 

Indeed. in two visits to La Concha, the 
swampy island base said by the government 
to house the Mario Carrillo cooperative, re
porters found no evidence the facility was 
ever used for fishing. 

Instead, reporters found a Sandinista 
Army banner, a makeshift target with 
dozens of spent rifle shell casings, a radio 
antenna and three long, empty wooden 
boxes amid the ruins of the tin-roofed ware
house destroyed in the FDN attack. 

Fishermen and other residents who live in 
huts lining this tangled estuary, and also 
small farmers and fishermen in Jiquilillo, 
Padre Ramos, Venecia and other nearby 

hamlets, said La Concha island was not a 
fishing cooperative but a "military base." 

The island has been off limits to local resi
dents for three years, they said. Reporters 
were granted government permission to visit 
the island last week to report the FDN 
attack. 

Some area residents were hesitant to dis
cuss the La Concha activity, calling it a 
"delicate situation," but others openly 
talked with reporters. 

"I don't get involved in politics, but every
one around here knows they are carrying 
the arms to El Salvador," said the wife of a 
Padre Ramos fisherman. 

Several residents said they have seen what 
they described as the arms trafficking in La 
Concha, and had learned other details 
through casual conversations with locals in
volved in the smuggling forays. 

To avert potential difficulty for them, 
names of residents who talked about the 
arms-trafficking have been omitted. 

A shotgun-toting guard who lives 200 
yards across from La Concha, Vicente Perez 
Castellon, fired into the air to warn off re
porters landing on the island in a rented 
launch. When presented with a government 
letter of authorization, however, he consent
ed to show reporters around the destroyed 
facility. He maintained it was a fishing co
operative. 

Perez Castellon said the facility's radio 
has been used to monitor Fisheries Ministry 
radio reports on fishing conditions. A Fish
eries Ministry official in Managua said the 
ministry does not broadcast fishing reports 
and knew of no fishing cooperatives 
equipped with two-way radios. 

Fishermen said departure of the arms 
shipments depended on weather and surf 
conditions, as well as reports of "vigilance" 
conditions in the Gulf of Fonseca, which 
separates Nicaragua from El Salvador. Sal
vadoran and Honduran gunboats patrol the 
20-mile wide gulf. 

Soviet-Bloc weapons used by the Sandi
nista Army have never appeared in the 
hands of Salvadoran rebels, and there was 
no indication of where the arms delivered to 
La Concha had originated. 

Neither was there any indication here of 
how high within the Sandinista military hi
erarchy the involvement extended. 

Nicaraguan officials have never publicly 
admitted involvement in the smuggling of 
arms to El Salvador. 

The fishermen said that weeks after the 
Sandinista-led ouster of president Anastasio 
Somoza in 1979, military men came to the 
village looking for experienced smugglers. 

Beginning soon thereafter, Andres Lopez, 
identified by several residents as a smuggler 
who lived in Venecia on the northern shore 
of the estuary, emerged as the local leader 
of the operation, the fishermen said. 

Then La Concha's guard, Perez Castellon, 
began to warn local residents away from the 
island and several unusually large launches 
appeared for the first time at the facility, 
residents said. 

Mr. PROXMIRE addressed the 
Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Wisconsin. 

WHY THE NUCLEAR FREEZE EX
PRESSES THE WILL OF THIS 
DEMOCRACY 
Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, we 

now have a solid majority of the 
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people of this country in favor of a nu
clear freeze. Repeated statewide refer
enda all over the United States, reli
able polls, town meetings and virtually 
every other kind of public expression 
of opinion has consistently and over
whelmingly confirmed the widespread 
support for action to stop the nuclear 
arms race and to stop it entirely. Six 
of the seven candidates for the Demo
cratic nomination for President not 
only unanimously favor the nuclear 
freeze but have made it a leading and 
conspicuous part of their campaigns. 
Would they do this if they were not 
convinced that a vast majority of 
American citizens favored this method 
of stopping the arms race? 

Recently, the chairman of the 
Democratic Party, Charles Manatt, 
has made the freeze a Democratic 
Party position. It is noteworthy that 
Manatt put our party in this position 
after the Russians had shot down the 
unarmed Korean jetliner and sent 61 
American citizens to their deaths. 
Democrats have universally con
demned this savage action by the 
Soviet Union. Why have Democrats 
not followed the lead of those who 
argue that this heinous act by the So
viets show that we cannot make any 
agreement with them? We cannot 
trust them, so how can we negotiate 
any arms agreement with them? The 
answer: Democrats, like Republicans, 
never have trusted the Russians. We 
negotiate an agreement we can verify. 
We know that they will cheat on an 
agreement if they can get away with 
it. Our job is to prevent their getting 
away with it. And that is the task of 
verification. 

But support for the freeze is not 
simply a party matter. In Wisconsin, 
the freeze we adopted last September 
by an overwhelming vote was support
ed by every leading Republican in the 
State. And, with few exceptions, rank 
and file Republican support for the 
freeze has generally been the rule 
throughout the country. 

In the House of Representatives, the 
nuclear freeze lost by a single vote in 
1982, but when it came up for a vote in 
1983, it passed by a smashing 2 to 1 
margin with surprisingly strong Re
publican support that came to the 
freeze in spite of opposition by a popu
lar Republican President. 

In the past several years, I cannot 
recall any political movement that has 
had such wide and strong popular sup
port in this country in the face of op
position by the President of the 
United States and by most of those in 
the media who express an opinion on 
the subject. For example, the New 
York Times opposes the freeze. So 
does the ·washington Post. George 
Will, Jack Kilpatrick, Bill Safire, Bill 
Buckley, Evans and Novak-all widely 
syndicated columnists-oppose the 
freeze with considerable vigor and fre
quency. And what widely read or 

heard columnists favor the freeze? If GENOCIDE: MORE THAN 
any do, they do a great job of keeping MURDER 
that support for the freeze a carefully Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, the 
guarded secret. In fact, nowhere in the recent Korean airliner incident teach
media has the fulsome opposition to es by analogy an important lesson re
the freeze been matched by any signif- garding the crime of genocide. 
icant expression of support. 

With the latest turbulent collapse in The barbaric destruction of flight 
United States-Soviet relations-the 007 was not the act of an individual 
shooting down of an unarmed Korean pilot acting on his own initiative, con
jet with 61 American citizens aboard trary to official orders. If it had been 
by deliberate Soviet attack-many it would of course still be tragic, but 

would not be so likely to provoke 
have said that is the end of the freeze. lengthy and intense response from the 
You can kiss it goodby. It is dead. And 
why do they say the freeze is dead? international community. 
B In fact, however, the downing of 

ecause it is said the American people that airliner was the result of Govern
will now at last recognize what we are 
up against in the Soviet Union-the ment directions-a settled Soviet 
deliberate lying, the cheating, the policy which instructs its military to 
brutal disregard of the sanctity of attack and destroy unarmed civilian 
human life. so they say this will kill aircraft which violate its air space. 
the freeze because the freeze requires Therefore, international action is in 
a treaty, an agreement with the Soviet order-to condemn this act and to pre
Union, and we now know the Soviets vent its recurrence in the future. 
will not keep such an agreement, and Similarly with regard to genocide, I 
this shooting down of the unarmed jet would have my Senate colleagues note 
plus the lying coverup proves it. that genocide is typically not an indi-

But, Mr. President, does this latest vidual's act. In its report on the Inter
experience prove anything the Ameri- national Genocide Convention, . the 
can people did not already know? we Foreign Relations Committee of the 
know the Russians have little regard 94th Congress noted that, and I quote: 
for human life. We know they lie and "It is unlikely that genocide could be 
cheat. We know they live in interna- committed without the explicit or im
tional relations by that most vicious of plicit approval of the government of 
creeds that the end justifies the the country in which it occurred ... " 
means-any means, no matter how Therefore, Mr. President, internation
cruel or inhuman. Most of us have al action to prevent it is in order. 
always known this. But should this Critics have argued that genocide is 
preclude a treaty? No, indeed. It in effect nothing more than repeated 
simply reinforces the necessity for ver- murder, and as such should be dealt 
ification procedures in any treaty that with by individual nations. Historical 
will alert us to any cheating by the So- examples make it clear, however, that 
viets. How will verification do that genocide and genocide-related acts in
job? In two ways: variably occur with the blessing of the 

First, if they cheat, we can renounce sovereign bodies governing the territo-
the treaty and act in our defense. ries involved. Genocide is, therefore, 

Second, if they know we can detect more than murder. I cannot overem
any cheating, they are much more phasize this point-genocide is more 
likely to observe the treaty as they than mere murder. The scope of the 
have done with the test ban treaty acts involved and the complicity of 
since its adoption 9 years ago in 197 4. public officials require more compel-

Finally, President Reagan-who op- ling moral and legal sanctions to 
poses the freeze and has forcefully led punish and prevent genocide. 
the attack on the Soviets for shooting Those who criticize the Soviets' 
down the Korean jet-has continued action in the Korean airliner incident 
to insist on negotiations with the Sovi- would recognize that it was not simply 
ets not on the freeze but on other an act of murder. Similarly, they 
arms control agreements. Presumably, ought to recognize that genocide is 
the President would recommend a more than multiple murder, and that 
treaty with the Russians on other the International Genocide Conven
arms control limits in spite of the tion represents a proper response to 
Soviet conduct he vigorously con- this crime. Lack of U.S. ratification 
demns. If the President would agree to has for too long weakened the moral 
any kind of arms control limitation and legal impact of this treaty; I urge 
with the U.S.S.R.-would not the same my Senate colleagues to lend their 
you-cannot-trust-the-Russians argu- advise and consent to ratification 
ments apply to those limited United without delay. 
States-Soviet arms treaties as they Mr. President, I suggest the absence 
would to a comprehensive overall nu- of a quorum. 
clear freeze? Of course, they would. The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
The freeze offers no basic verification clerk will call the roll. 
problem that is not common to any The Assistant Secretary of the 
arms control agreement. . Senate proceeded to call the roll. 
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Mr. DIXON. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With
out objection, it is so ordered. 

TESTIMONY OF FORMER SENA
TOR ADLAI STEVENSON 
BEFORE THE SENATE GOVERN
MENTAL AFFAIRS COMMITTEE 
Mr. DIXON. Mr. President, on 

August 14, 1983, my distinguished 
predecessor and good friend, Senator 
Adlai Stevenson, testified before the 
Senate Committee on Governmental 
Affairs on the issues of industrial 
policy and the creation of a cabinet
level Department of Trade. 

He is extremely well qualified to 
speak on both subjects, and on their 
interrelationships. He was chairman of 
the Senate Banking Subcommittee on 
International Finance and was an 
early leader in the Senate on the sub
jects of trade and industrial policy. 

His statement points out that "the 
aim of the industrial policy is to get 
the Government out of the market
and confine its actions to making the 
market function more smoothly." He 
argues forcefully and with his usual 
insight and intelligence for creation of 
a new Department of Industry and 
Trade "with the visible, central re
sponsibility for export promotion and 
financing, import monitoring and 
relief, international investment policy, 
international trade negotiations, in
dustrial and trade analyses, trade 
policy, and coordination and industrial 
policy." He focuses our attention 
where it should be focused-on taking 
actions designed to enhance our eco
nomic competitiveness at home and 
thoughout the world. With trade defi
cits that will soon be $100 billion or 
even more, we have no choice but to 
adopt that focus if we are to restore 
any realistic prospects for consistent, 
long-term economic growth. 

Mr. President, I commend Senator 
Stevenson's testimony to all my col
leagues and ask unanimous consent 
that the full text of his remarks be 
printed in the RECORD at this point. 

There being no objection, the testi
mony was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

TESTIMONY OF ADLAI E. STEVENSON 

The merchandise trade deficit this year 
will approach $70 billion. Swollen imports 
have diplaced an estimated 1.5 million jobs. 
Much of the increased demand for imports 
can be traced to the dollar's recent apprecia
tion against foreign currencies. But this 
should not obscure the fact that large and 
growing trade deficits were a disturbing fea
ture of the U.S. economy even when the 
dollar was substantially undervalued in the 
late 1970s. The real causes are structural 
and reflect our inability to compete with 
countries which produce more efficiently 
and market more aggressively. 

Trade in manufactures has gone from a 
surplus of $12.5 billion in 1980 to a deficit of 
an estimated $23 billion for 1983. The 

United States is losing its competitive edge 
in services. Agricultural exports-the main
stream of our trade performance-dropped 
15 percent between 1980 and 1983. The cur
rent account is now also in deficit, dragged 
down by the trade deficit and declining re
turns on foreign investment. The trade defi
cit may reach $175 billion by 1990. Scarcely 
and industry does not suffer the erosion of 
its competitiveness in this fiercely competi
tive world lacking such fundamentals as a 
smoothly functioning monetary system and 
adequate credit facilities. 

What happens to the U.S. economy, the 
locomotive force in the world economy, in 
the future depends largely on you-and the 
U.S. government. 

I do not mean to imply that shortcomings 
in American management and labor-as well 
as the practices of foreign governments-are 
not in part responsible for the decline. They 
are, and there are limits to what govern
ment can do. Work rules and wage differen
tials (including American management's 
propensity to overcompensate itself> are a 
part of the problem. Short run planning ho
rizons of American business are also respon
sible in part. But the subject of this hearing 
is the organization of the government-and 
the government can influence the policies of 
labor, management and foreign govern
ments, as well as make its own. 

The Committee has received numerous 
proposals to consolidate the government's 
responsibilities for trade. The awareness of 
the importance of trade policy is welcome. 
But in my judgment, none of the current 
proposals reflects the enormity of the chal
lenge or responds adequately to the organi
zational advantages of our foreign competi
tors. 

The proposals do not recognize that the 
ends of trade policy-access to foreign mar
kets and protection from unfair foreign 
competition-avail us little if the goods and 
services we produce are not themselves com
petitive and responsive to changing de
mands in the world market. Trade policy 
and what is loosely called "industrial 
policy" are inseparable. Only together-and 
pursued by a central agency-can the na
tion's competitiveness be greatly improved. 
The United States does not lack the human, 
technological and natural resources. It lacks 
sound public policies. But what do we mean 
by "industrial policy"? 

"Industrial policy" is commonly and erro
neously equated with government interven
tion in the marketplace and the targeting of 
industries. If industrial policy is tantamount 
to such economic intervention by govern
ment, then the U.S. government probably 
already practices the most aggressive indus
trial policy of all the governments of all the 
industrial nations. In proportion to its GNP, 
probably no government resorts so freely 
and expensively to business assistance by 
loans, guarantees and grants, target and 
trigger prices, import quotas and tariffs, in
dustry regulation, research assistance, tax 
expenditures and the like as the U.S. gov
ernment. 

The aim of industrial policy is to get the 
government out of the market-and confine 
its actions to making the market function 
more smoothly. A smoothly functioning 
market is the most efficient means by which 
to allocate resources. Industrial policy, 
therefore, propounds less, not more, inter
vention, less, not more, government. Its pur
pose is to give anti-trust, tax, education, job 
training, trade policy, all policies of govern
ment, an economic dimension. Its methods 
includes an institutional means by which 

government is sensitized to the economic 
implications of its decisions. The govern
ment has no agency to assess the implica
tions of its actions, analyze sectoral trends 
and force attention to the economics of its 
decisions-leaving aside agencies with broad 
macroeconomic responsibilities, such as the 
Federal Reserve Board and the Council on 
Economic Advisors. The Commerce Depart
ment has some responsibilities for sectoral 
analysis, including those established by the 
Stevenson-Wydler Act, but they are unful
filled and underutilized. It is in that sense 
of an industrial policy that makes the gov
ernment more prudent in its policies and 
the marketplace more efficient, that I use 
the expression. 

A new Department of Industry and Trade 
should be created with the visible, central 
responsibility for export promotion and fi
nancing, import monitoring and relief, inter
national investment policy, international 
trade negotiations, industrial and trade 
analyses, trade policy and coordination and 
industrial policy. Its mission should be eco
nomic competitiveness. The Export Import 
Bank and Overseas Private Investment Cor
poration should be drawn in to the Depart
ment. The functions of the International 
Trade Commission, along with the trade 
functions of other agencies, should be trans
ferred to the new Department. The Secre
tary of Agriculture has little power to bar
gain with other nations. He is a supplicant
in Europe, in Japan and most recently in 
Moscow. The Secretary of Industry and 
Trade, with ties to the Agriculture Depart
ment, should represent agriculture in trade 
negotiations. The Secretary should have the 
responsibilities of the U.S. Trade Represent
ative and represent all the interests of the 
United States in trade negotiations. 

The Department I envisage, and first rec
ommended to you in 1979, would occupy the 
center of what is now a disordered stage. Of 
all the proposals before you, Senator Moyni
han's comes closest to meet this prescrip
tion. 

The United States, alone among the 
major industrial countries, doesn't already 
have a single unified government agency 
with authority and responsibility to advance 
its trading interests. Other nations, more 
dependent upon maximizing their share of 
international commerce, have long orga
nized for successful and aggressive competi
tion in the world. In the United States we 
have scattered responsibilities for trade 
among 25 agencies, more or less, with no 
central direction for trade or industrial 
policy. A framework for industrial policy 
doesn't even exist. Foreign competitors find 
an integrated approach to industry, trade 
and investment the key to economic success. 

Far from assisting industry, the U.S. gov
ernment has sometimes crippled it. U.S. ex
porters face a web of controls-anti-trust, 
anti-bribery, anti-boycott, export control, 
human rights, environmental review-and 
other restrictions which their counterparts 
abroad do not. 

The absence of an advocate with the visi
bility and clout to fight for consistent poli
cies and minimal bureaucratic restrictions 
has undermined U.S. export competitiveness 
in specific industries-and in all industries 
by creating a universal impression of unre
liability. The world looks upon the U.S. as a 
market of first resort-and as a seller of last 
resort. Only a unified Department, with a 
clear mission and an institutional status to 
equal the Departments of State, Defense, 
Justice and Treasury will elevate the com
petitiveness of the economy to a level where 
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it can hold its own in the muscular, some
times fevered, process that produces public 
policy in the U.S. 

The Commerce Department today is a bu
reaucratic orphanage for stray programs, 
with no clear mission and an irreparable 
reputation for ineffectuality. The USTR 
has a mission, but not the means to carry it 
out. The Department of Industry and Trade 
would be an agency for positive assistance. 
It should have the Economic Development 
Administration as an agency for industrial 
policy and the trade adjustment responsibil
ities of the Labor Department. It should 
have sectoral and analysts who can project 
the impact of government actions, spot sec
toral crises before they get out of hand, and 
analyze global market trends for the benefit 
of decision makers in the private sector, as 
well as those in the public sector. It should 
also have the power to impose temporary 
protection from imports linked to real eco
nomic adjustment measures. Without this 
capacity, we are left to react politically with 
short term solutions that come too late. 

The proposal I advocate recognizes that 
technology is the basis of our ability to com
pete. The new Department should have the 
primary responsibility for industrial innova
tion. The Department of Industry and 
Trade should include the Bureau of Stand
ards and the Census Bureau, as well as the 
responsibilities for cooperative research and 
technological innovation established by the 
Stevenson-Wydler Act. 

But even technologically superior prod
ucts do not market themselves. Successful 
global competition also requires financing, 
marketing and servicing. The Exlm and 
OPIC lack the resources and clout to orga
nize export and investment packages as at
tractive as those offered by competitors. 
These agencies should be in the new De
partment. And I urge you to devise a pro
gram, or linkage with the Agency for Inter
national Development, for mixed credits
combinations of market rate and concession
ary financing-for the benefit of exports to 
lesser developed countries. This form of fi
nancing is widely used by European coun
tries which recognize that it is in developing 
countries that the long term potentials for 
export growth are greatest. 

The absence of a framework for coherent 
trade policy has produced an intensely polit
ical process for policy making. Our priorities 
in trade negotiations, as for textiles and 
citrus, are established by narrow political 
considerations, instead of an objective as
sessment of U.S. interests. Economic sanc
tions are imposed and lifted for reasons of 
short-range domestic, more than long-term 
international, politics. Farmers and compa
nies, Caterpillar, for example, are punished 
for the transgressions of the Soviet Union. 
Similarly, the United States ends up practic
ing a costly and politicized, ad hoc industrial 
policy. IBM is punished for being too com
petitive; a motorcycle company is rewarded 
for being uncompetitive. I do not expect, or 
suggest, that policy be drained of politics. 
But this is too much. 

No country practices free trade, and all 
countries by one means or another, the U.S. 
included, do practice trade protection. They 
all practice industrial policy. Other nations 
target industries. The United States does, 
too. But, leaving agriculture, aeronautics 
and defense industries aside, the United 
States generally does so in response to polit
ical pressures and for the benefit of declin
ing industries. Our competitors also encour
age growth industries. The difference in em
phasis is our choice-not their fault. 

Industrial policy and trade policy, includ
ing protection from competition, have com
petitiveness as their aim. Trade policy for 
the benefit of an industry should be accom
panied by measures to encourage modern
ization and reorganization of the industry, 
as well as elimination of unfair or destruc
tive foreign trade practices. But trade policy 
and industrial policy now work at cross pur
poses. Trade policy in the form of trade pro
tection rarely compensates an industry for 
its injury and can relieve an industry of in
centives to compete while always imposing 
higher costs on the economy. Thus, the trig
ger price mechanism increased the cost of 
steel to all users, including the troubled 
auto industry. It left the steel industry to 
invest in the oil industry and, next, to 
import basic steel products from lesser de
veloped countries and Great Britain. Too 
little is done to modernize and rationalize 
the U.S. production of steel so the industry 
can compete without the subsidization of in
efficient excess capacity, as the studies of 
the Office of Technology Assessment indi
cate is possible. 

A more realistic anti-trust policy would 
have permitted the formation of efficient, 
competitive joint ventures for the produc
tion of steel products. Trade adjustment 
policy would have helped retrain structural
ly unemployed steel workers. And, if neces
sary to modernize the surviving elements of 
a rational steel industry, the government 
could have provided financing. However, the 
responsibilities for such policies are either 
nonexistent or scattered among agencies 
which do not include the one agency that 
might be said to have the responsibility for 
industry-the Commerce Department. 

Hundreds of thousands of steel and auto 
workers remain out of work, displaced by 
high quality imports and new production 
technologies. Pressures mount for legisla
tion to force the onshore assembly of for
eign automobiles, for still more protection, 
and in violation of our GATT obligations. 
This will happen in industry after industry, 
unless actions are taken to anticipate 
change and respond positively to it. Repre
sentatives of the U.S. semi-conductor and 
computer industries are seeking trade pro
tection. Japanese industry and government 
meanwhile move forward cooperatively to 
develop the artificial intelligence that could 
dominate "post industrial" economies based 
on knowledge and information processing. 

With a Department of Industry and 
Trade, import relief could be linked to such 
positive measures as financing, training, in
frastructure improvements and cooperative 
research. Trade and industrial policy would 
be integrated. With the Department as an 
advocate of industrial competitiveness, 
other Departments, such as Justice, might 
be brought to recognize that in the 1980s 
the structure of global, and not domestic, 
markets is what counts. The most concen
trated industries are often subjected to the 
most intense foreign competition. In the 
name of competition the Justice Depart
ment has attacked some of our most dynam
ic competitors, such as IBM. The Depart
ment I propose would offer sound alterna
tives to both trade protection and anti-trust 
enforcement, such as cooperative research 
among small U.S. semiconductor or comput
er manufacturers so they can compete with 
domestic as well as foreign companies. It 
would give trade adjustment programs some 
"adjustment", drawing on sector analysis to 
guide the retraining of workers for new 
jobs. 

The schools of the United States are sad
dled with responsibilities for racial integra-

tion, physical fitness, drivers education and 
other objectives, which, however desirable, 
compete with education. No agency relates 
education to the underlying economic im
peratives of the individual and nation in a 
"post industrial" world. The humanities, sci
ences, languages are underserved, and yet 
human skills and knowledge will animate 
the economy far more so in the future than 
in the past. Other nations understand this. 

Future administrations, less confident of 
the market's magic, may settle on policies 
that affirmatively help industry meet the 
competition, as an alternative to protection. 
That, it seems to me, ought to be the gener
alized aim of public policy. At least we 
should not perpetuate an organization of 
government which tends to politicize 
choices and confine them to policies of pro
tection or free trade. Protectionism is a dan
gerously inefficient way of allocating re
sources, but free trade exists only in theory. 
The new Department would adapt policy to 
changing economic and political realities. 
Its mandate would be competitiveness. Its 
responsibilities would include the means to 
defeat foreign competition, and not just 
protect domestic losers. 

The proliferation of industrial policies in 
the world raises profound problems for the 
post-World War II trading system and, in 
particular GATT and its subsidies code. As 
trade barriers have come down, competition 
has shifted to export subsidies and aggres
sive industrial policies. Export subsidies are 
regulated with some effect-but not indus
trial policies. At the same time a new De
partment was helping to arm the U.S. for 
economic competition, it should be negotiat
ing from strength for reciprocity and fair
ness. The U.S. government, with trade and 
industrial responsibilities scattered, can nei
ther make policy coherently-nor enforce it. 
It does not negotiate from strength. Rules 
are needed to govern industrial policy. The 
GATT should be made to involve morena
tions. And the U.S. should lead-from 
strength. 

It has been argued that a Trade Repre
sentative in the White House has access to 
the President and, therefore, authority in 
negotiations. But our experience proves too 
well that access to carrots-such as export 
financing-and sticks-such as import pro
tection-are more important than the loca
tion of the Trade Representative's office. 
U.S. trade negotiators lack the means for 
both retaliation and aggressive competition. 
A billion dollar Exlm war chest within the 
reach of our negotiators would give them 
additional credibility in negotiations for a 
reduction of export subsidies. Bargaining 
chips play a role in the debate over arms 
control, but receive curiously little attention 
in the debate over trade negotiations. We 
keep the sticks, to mix the metaphors, in a 
locked closet. 

The Department I envisage would have 
the authority and the power to negotiate 
for more access to investment and export 
opportunities abroad and an open, inclusive, 
trading system with enforceable rules. A 
Secretary of Industry and Trade would have 
more access to the President and far more 
authority than the Secretary of an old Com
merce Department or the Secretary of an 
incomplete new Trade Department-or, for 
that matter, the present Trade Representa
tive. Commercial interests would acquire a 
powerful advocate abroad and, perhaps as 
importantly, at home. 

The policies of the U.S. government with 
respect to defense requirements, economic 
sanctions, exchange rates, taxation-and so 

r 

. 
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on-get established with little attention to 
their effect on our trading interests. The or
ganization of government reflects an histor
ical indifference to overseas markets and 
the necessities of competition. The Depart
ments of State and Defense and the Nation
al Security Council have been insensitive to 
the needs of U.S. industry. All the efforts to 
coordinate economic policy. at least from 
President Nixon's Council on International 
Economic Policy to President Reagan's 
interagency groups, have been unsuccessful. 
We end up with no trade policy, no industri
al policy and little representation of our 
commercial interests in the establishment 
of fiscal, monetary and defense policies. 

The aim of this proposal is to create a De
partment with power commensurate to its 
responsibility. The responsibility is the com
petitiveness of the United States. It would 
have power to represent our interests in 
trade negotiations, power to shape construc
tive domestic economic policies, power to 
fight for consistent trade and industrial 
policies and against restrictions that under
mine our export competitiveness-and 
power to represent commercial interests in 
the formulation of policies not within its 
immediate responsibility. For the first time, 
the effectiveness representation of commer
cial interests in such matters as exchange 
rate stabilization and the imposition of eco
nomic sanctions would be possible. 

The organization of the government for 
competition is not the complete answer. But 
sound trade and industrial policies would be 
possible, at last. 

HELPING OUT THE ILLINOIS 
CONSUMER 

Mr. DIXON. Mr. President, I want 
to express my strong support for S. 
1882, introduced by my friend and col
league <Mr. PERcY) and myself on 
Friday, September 23, 1983. 

This bill reaffirms the fact that Illi
noisans do not want Algerian liquefied 
natural gas when it is priced at double 
the cost of available domestic supplies. 

This bill revokes the import license 
for Algerian liquefied natural gas that 
enters the Midwestern market and dis
torts it. Under this bill, the import li
cense of Trunkline LNG Gas Co. 
would be revoked for a period of 18 
months to allow for a complete revi.ew. 
After this period, the Federal Govern
ment could reissue the license. 

Currently, Algerian natural gas is 
liquefied, put into tankers, transport
ed across the Atlantic, regasified in 
Louisiana, and shipped in pipelines to 
Illinois and other Midwestern States. 
Who pays for this expensive and un
wanted gas? Homeowners and busi
nesses in Decatur, Springfield, 
McLeansboro, and other southern and 
central Illinois towns. 

How much more does this gas cost 
than other supplies? In 1982, the price 
of the liquefied natural gas, once it 
reached the American shore, was $5.82 
per 1,000 cubic feet. By comparison, in 
1982 the average wellhead price for 
domestic natural gas was $2.43 per 
1,000 cubic feet. Why should we pay 
139 percent more for overseas gas 
when almost 2 trillion cubic feet of 

gas, much of it gas that sells for $1 or 
less per 1,000 cubic feet, is available in 
the United States? 

Concerned Members of the Senate 
and the House-liberal and conserva
tive-Democrat and Republican-have 
protested this unfair trading practice 
to the Economic Regulatory Adminis
tration <ERA> and the Federal Energy 
Regulatory Commission <FERC> for 
more than a year. Our complaints 
have fallen on deaf ears. 

On January 28, 1983, ERA and 
FERC ruled the Trunkline license was 
in order. This decision was contrary to 
the facts. First, the ruling claimed 
that the algerian gas was marketable 
yet the price figures I have mentioned 
indicate otherwise. Second, the ruling 
claimed that the liquefied natural gas 
had a reliable source of supply. How
ever, in 1981, for example, the Algeri
an company Sonatrach held up deliv
ery of the gas for more than a year 
while it renegotiated the contract 
upward. Finally, the ruling claimed 
that the ERA did not have the author
ity to revoke the import license. Yet it 
does. 

I am not against foreign trade. I am, 
however, against importing unneces
sary, unwanted gas at unbelievably 
high cost to the consumer. 

Let us do a favor to American pro
ducers in Louisiana, Texas, and Okla
homa, whose natural gas markets have 
been crippled by imported liquefied 
natural gas. Let us do a favor to the 
people of Illinois, Missouri, Indiana, 
Kansas, Michigan, and Ohio, who are 
paying for gas they do not need. 

I urge my colleagues to support our 
bill. 

REACTION OF JAMES A. 
MARTIN, JR., TO THE DE
STRUCTION OF KAL FLIGHT 
007 
Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, 

the entire country shared a sense of 
outrage and disgust over the downing 
of Korean Air Line flight 007. Fortu
nately, however, only a relatively few 
of us were forced to experience the 
personal despair and pain of losing a 
family member as a result of this 
Soviet atrocity. 

Recently, I received a copy of a 
letter to President Reagan from one of 
my constituents, Mr. James A. Martin, 
Jr., of Belton, S.C., whose son, Billy 
Hong, was one of the unfortunate 
aboard KAL flight 007. Mr. Martin's 
correspondence presents his personal 
account of what the entire Korean Air 
Line incident meant to him and the 
immediate family of Billy Hong. 

This emotional account gave me a 
fuller appreciation of the profound 
grief experienced by those who lost 
loved ones due to this reprehensible 
act. In order to share Mr. Martin's 
thoughts and feelings with my Senate 
colleagues and others, I ask unani-

mous consent that his letter to the 
President, along with his personal re
action to the incident, be printed in 
the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the letter 
was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

The PRESIDENT, 
The White House, 
Washington, D. C. 

SEPTEMBER 19, 1983. 

DEAR PRESIDENT REAGAN: Recently, it was 
pointed out to me by a high ranking govern
ment official that the downing of Flight 
007, a Korean passenger plane was a deliber
ate murderous act by Communist Russia. I 
believe this to be the truth. 

My son Billy Hong, was among the 269 
persons who were violently brought to their 
deaths when this barbarous act was carried 
out on orders from Soviet officials. 

I am not fully qualified to belabor the po
litical ramifications involved in punishing 
the Soviets for this crime. Neither am I 
qualified to recommend or propose various 
sanctions against the Soviet Union. 

There is, however, one option I would like 
to propose that would serve to punish the 
Soviets and that is this: whenever and wher
ever possible, speak of and publish accounts 
of this cowardly and deliberate shooting 
down of an unarmed commercial airliner. 

Attached to this letter is my personal ac
count of what this reprehensible taking of 
human life meant to me and how it affected 
my family. 

It is my hope that you will see that this is 
published nationally. 

Respectfully. 
JAMEs A. MARTIN, Jr. 

LEST WE FORGET 

<By James Martin, Jr.) 
My son, Billy Hong, was one of the 269 

passengers aboard Flight 007, a Korean Jet
liner. He perished when a Soviet fighter 
plane shot it down on August 31, 1983. 

At a recent memorial for Billy, held at 
Bonnie Brae Golf Course in Greenville, 
South Carolina, nothing was said about this 
terrible tragedy serving any useful purpose. 
I doubt that any of the other services that 
mourned the loss of 269 people mentioned 
any useful purpose had been served. 

Billy has been quoted as saying, "There is 
one thing that I know-you can not trust a 
Communist.'' 

I submit to you that you can trust a Com
munist. They just proved, again, that they 
can be trusted to kill and to lie indiscrimi
nately without remorse or conscience. Rest 
assured, given the opportunity, they will 
also take your life, more or the lives of your 
loved ones without looking back or offering 
an apology. Likewise, they will destroy the 
things that we hold dear in the American 
way of life. They have a magnificent philos
ophy which, in the case of the 007, went like 
this: shoot first, ask questions later; ignore 
the truths, admit nothing; lie, when caught 
red-handed; if all else fails, cry "spy" and 
blame the victims. 

Wake up America before it is too late. Nei
ther our lives nor our way of life means any
thing to this Soviet government, and they 
are set to destroy us completely anyway 
they can-and they will if we do not do 
something to stop them. Consider Poland, 
Yugoslavia, Hungary and more of late, Af
ghanistan. 

A few weeks ago when news of this trage
dy burst onto the scene, Americans were 
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shocked as the real truth about 007 began 
to unfurl. The nation and the world joined 
together to deplore this undeserved attack 
on a commercial jetliner. The entire world 
heard orders given to a Russian fighter
plane to shoot down the unarmed Korean 
jetliner. The world heard how the Russian 
fighter pilot complied and fired rockets into 
the helpless jetliner. The world heard the 
pilot say his mission was accomplished, the 
target was destroyed. 

What the world did not hear were the 
screams and agony of those men, women 
and children aboard 007. How terrible for 
them to know they were doomed to die in a 
fiery furnace that would plunge into a con
crete like Pacific Ocean for a watery grave. 
This infamous act was a deliberate, inhu
man barbarous and murderous taking of 
human lives. It is difficult for us to under
stand how such an act could be consummat
ed without remorse or regard for defense
less human beings. 

Our family, as well as families across the 
nation and abroad, were totally struck 
dumb. We could not believe what we were 
being told. It simply could not be happening 
to us-but it was and there was no escaping 
the horrible truth of it. We felt helpless, 
unable to come to grips with the death of a 
loved one in such an abrupt and violent 
manner. There was no way to strike back at 
the Godless power that snuffed out the lives 
of our loved ones so matter of factly and 
quickly. Many of us were overcome with 
sadness and remorse. There was not even a 
body over which to grieve. 

In a few weeks, news of the Flight 007 
tragedy will have abated and this horren
dous nightmare will take its place in histo
ry. Other news items will claim the head
lines and many people will forget Flight 007. 
Unfortunately, many families will not or 
cannot forget 007 because their loss has 
been too personal and permanent. We, nor 
our government, can afford to forget this 
atrocity by the Soviet Union on innocent 
American citizens. 

Billy's young wife, Joy, has been very sad 
but brave, struggling to face up to new re
sponsibilities. The children do not quite re
alize the finality of their father's absence 
but inevitably, they must. 

Bill's birthday is December 25, a day he 
picked for his American birthday because it 
was a happy day. Of course, it is the same 
day many celebrate a most special birthday. 
Billy will not celebrate Christmas with us 
this year. Joy, his wife, will be with us and 
so will the children but Billy will be 
absent-absent forever because of Soviet 
Russia's atrocities. 

Wake up America lest you too celebrate 
Christmas without a loved one. 

Wake up America lest you not be allowed 
to celebrate Christmas at all. 

THE DEATH OF SENATOR 
HENRY M. JACKSON 

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, re
cently, the Minister of Foreign Affairs 
of Chili, Miguel Schweitzer; and His 
Excellency Gabriel Manueco, Ambas
sador of Spain, sent communications 
to Vice President GEORGE BUSH, ex
pressing their sorrow over the death 
of my good friend and colleague, Sena
tor Henry M. Jackson. 

I ask unanimous consent that these 
kind remarks from these two foreign 
dignitaries be included in the REcORD. 

There being no objection, the re
marks were ordered to be printed in 
the RECORD, as follows: 

SANTIAGO, CHILE, 
September 2, 1983 

His Excellency Mr. GEORGE BusH, 
Vice President of the United States of A mer

ica, Capitol Hill, Washington D.C.: 
In your capacity as Chairman of the 

Senate, please receive our most sincere con
dolences on the passing away of Senator 
Henry Jackson, whose devotion to peace and 
freedom was well known over the world. 

Please accept, Your Excellency, the assur
ances of my highest consideration and 
esteem. 

MIGUEL SCHWEITZER, 
Minister of Foreign Affairs of Chile. 

WASHINGTON, D.C., 
September 2, 1983. 

Hon. GEORGE BUSH, 
President of the Senate, 
The Capitol, Washington, D. C. 

DEAR MR. PRESIDENT: It is with my person
al sorrow that I send to you and to the 
Senate of the Congress of the United States 
the heartfelt condolence on the untimely 
death of Senator Henry M. Jackson. 

Reverently yours, 
GABRIEL MANuEco. 

TVA'S REPAYMENT TO THE U.S. 
TREASURY 

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, it is a 
rare occasion these days when I get 
the chance to report that a Federal 
Government program is funneling rev
enues back into the Federal Treasury. 
The stream does not usually flow back 
to its source. 

But the Tennessee Valley Authority 
is a unique entity of the Federal Gov
ernment. And I think it is appropriate, 
in this 50th year of TV A's successful 
operation, to recognize that at least 
one Government effort is giving the 
American taxpayers a tangible mone
tary return on their tax dollars. 

This week the TV A has transferred 
$126.6 million as a return on the Fed
eral appropriations invested in TV A 
power facilities prior to 1959. 

Since 1959, when the TV A power 
program became self-financing, the 
citizens of the Tennessee Valley have 
put over $1.9 billion back into the U.S. 
Treasury. That already represents a 
substantial repayment on the $1.4 bil
lion in Federal appropriations that 
went into the construction of TV A 
dams, reservoirs, and power stations
the building blocks of an infrastruc
ture that helped move the Tennessee 
Valley from rural poverty into the 
modern age of industrial prosperity. 

In fact, TV A's yearly payments to 
the Treasury are only a small part of 
the dividends received by U.S. citizens 
for their original investment in the 
TVA region. 

TV A's installations and projects rep
resent an asset for the American 
people that is worth literally billions 
of dollars. Those TV A plants, lands, 
and programs have helped create jobs 
and industrial growth in the TV A 

region, and they have been a major 
force behind the rapid ascent of the 
valley's living standard over the last 
half century. 
It would be virtually impossible to 

measure the positive impact TV A has 
exerted not just on the economy of its 
region, but on the the national tax 
base and on the national economy. 

TV A has been a leader in energy 
production and wise energy use, in fer
tilizer development, in environmental 
sensitivity, and in setting an example 
for effective Government initiatives in 
promoting economic development. 

So this check and the many checks 
to follow are only symbols of the suc
cess of the unique TV A experiment. 
Like TV A itself, these yearly repay
ments are demonstrations. They prove 
conclusively that Federal dollars, if 
wisely spent, can serve as very produc
tive seed money. 

And they prove that this particular 
Government program has been self
supporting, beneficial to its region, 
and a major regional support for the 
economy of the country as a whole. 

SECRETARY WATT'S CHARAC
TERIZATION OF THE COAL 
COMMISSION 
Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, 

much has been said in recent days 
about Secretary Watt's characteriza
tion of the Coal Commission. I, too, 
am ashamed that a Cabinet member 
has debased his high office in such a 
way as to hurt and offend some Ameri
cans. Today, I received a copy of a 
letter written to Secretary Watt by a 
citizen of Shelburn, Mass., a relative 
of Dr. Richard Gordon, one of the 
commission members. The letter is a 
powerful expression of what people 
feel about Secretary Watt. I would like 
to read it to my colleagues, the letter 
is short. 

SEPTEMBER 22, 1983. 
Re Dr. Richard Gordon. 
Mr. JAMES WATT, 
Secretary of the Interior, Washington, D. C. 

DEAR MR. WATT. You publicly hurt our 
family by referring to our cousin as a crip
ple. Dr. Gordon suffered Polio which inca
pacitated his right arm. You failed to men
tion he is a magna cum laude graduate of 
Dartmouth, as well as a Ph. D. from MIT, 
and a world-renown authority on the eco
nmnics of coal. 

We also strenuously object to your refer
ence of the other committee members as "a 
woman, a black and two Jews". This was a 
slur on your entire committee. 

Your unfortunate public remarks are ex
ceeded only by either your lack of judge
ment in disposing of valuable coal resources 
or possibly some self-interest which might 
involve a conflict of interest. 

By copy of this letter, we are asking Presi
dent Reagan to remove you from office. We 
are also asking our Senators and Congress
man to make a Congressional Recommenda
tion to withdraw you from office. 
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We were not amused by your Golden Foot 

Award nor will we regret your departure 
from public office. 

Very truly yours, 
HERBERT ROSKIND, JR. 

Mr. President, I think I speak for 
many of my colleagues when I say nei
ther will we regret Secretary Watt's 
departure from office. 

A TRffiUTE TO DR. LESLIE S. 
WRIGHT 

Mr. HEFLIN. Mr. President, I rise 
today to pay tribute to an outstanding 
leader who has recently retired from 
his post as president of Samford Uni
versity in Birmingham, Dr. Leslie S. 
Wright. 

It was a quarter of a century ago, 
September 1, 1958, when Leslie Wright 

THE AUBURN UNIVERSITY became president of what was then 
SINGERS known as Howard College. Prior to 

Mr. HEFLIN. Mr. President, it was taking this position, Dr. Wright served 
just a short time ago that I attended for 3% years as executive secretary of 
the annual alumni dinner of the the Baptist Foundation of Alabama. 
Washington Metropolitan Auburn He also had spent 4 years as a staff 
Club. At that dinner, I was tremen- member in these very Halls of Con
dously entertained, along with the rest gress, working as executive secretary 
of the audience, by the stunning per- · to one of my predecessors, Senator 
formance of the Auburn University Lister Hill. 
Singers. For the next few moments, Born in Birmingham in 1913, the son 
Mr. President, I would like to share of a Baptist minister, Leslie Wright 

went on to receive two degrees from 
with my colleagues a few facts about the University of Louisville. He also 
the Auburn Singers. 

The Auburn University Singers, who attended the University of Louisville 
Law School and did doctoral work at 

were here as a part of their tour of the the University of Kentucky. He holds 
Eastern United States, is a group of 32 honorary degrees from five institu
singers and 12 instrumentalists, all of tions, including Samford University. 
whom are students at Auburn Univer- When Leslie Wright became presi
sity. All are not necessarily music stu- dent of Howard College, few dared to 
dents, indeed, they come from all sorts dream of the progress the institution 
of academic programs across the has made in the last 25 years. Under 
Auburn campus. The group is under this leadership, a campus made up of 
the direction of Dr. Thomas R. Smith. only 8 buildings and valued at approx-

Since being formed in 1973, the miately $8 million has grown by 27 
Auburn Singers have entertained buildings, and now has a total replace
people all across this country and ment value of about $100 million. 
abroad. In 1974, the group was a part Enrollment at Samford has risen to 
of the Friendship Ambassadors pro- more than 4,000 students, double the 
gram which toured Romania. In 1977, figures of 1958. Still, perhaps a better 
as a part of the same program, the indicator of the growth of the student 
University Singers toured Poland and body is the fact that Dr. Wright, in his 
the Soviet Union. Then, in 1979, the 25 years as president, will have handed 
Partners of the Americas sponsored diplomas to as many students as had 
the group on a tour of Guatemala. Be- graduated from the institution from 
sides these overseas tours, the Univer- the time of its founding in 1840 until 

1958. 
sity Singers have performed all across Because of this growth, Samford 
the United States, appearing with ce- University, besides being Alabama's 
lebrities such as Bob Hope, Roy Clark, largest privately supported institution 
and Alabama's own George "Goober" of higher learning, is also the third 
Lindsey. largest Baptist institution in the coun-

This constant demand for the try. Only Baylor University in Waco, 
group's performance is indicative not Tex., and the University of Richmond 
only of their talent but also of the fine in Virginia exceed Samford in enroll
job continually done by their director, ment. 
Dr. Thomas Smith. A native of Deca- If I coUld for a moment, Mr. Presi
tur, Ala., Dr. Smith holds degrees dent, I would like to list a few of the 
from Samford University, the Univer- changes his college has experienced 
sity of Iowa, and the University of Col- during Leslie Wright's dynamic tenure 
orado. He has done a tremendous job as president. 
at Auburn, both as the director of the In 25 years, the faculty grew from 66 
University Singers and as the Universi- to 291. 
ty's Director of Choral Activities. In 25 years, the average faculty 

The Auburn University Singers are salary increased 491 percent. 
true ambassadors of good will for both In 25 years, the annual budget for 
their school and the entire State of the campus increased more than 1,200 
Alabama. It was a pleasure for me to percent. 
hear them perform here in Washing- In 25 years, the annual budget for 
ton just a short a time back, just as it scholarships increased more than 
is a true pleasure for me to share their 2,300 percent. 
story with my colleagues here in the Lest you think all gains at Samford 
Senate. were financial ones, consider the fol-

lowing gains in Samford's academic 
program. 

In 1965, Howard College became 
Samford University. 

Graduate programs were reinstitut
ed in 1965. 

The divisions of business, education, 
pharmacy, graduate studies, and music 
were granted school status. 

Divisions of adult education, parale
gal studies, anesthesia, and coopera
tive education were started. 

In 1961, the Cumberland School of 
Law was added to the academic pro
gram, bringing one of America's oldest 
and finest law schools to the Birming
ham area. 

In 25 years, the courses of study 
available to students have grown from 
21 to more than 50. 

Dr. Wright has been an outstanding 
leader for Samford University. Part of 
the reason has been the hig-h regard in 
which he is held in business, civic, and 
community circles. Among the many 
outside activities he has engaged in 
have been his service as district gover
nor and currently as director of 
Rotary International, two-time chair
man of the Alabama Ethics Commis
sion, and as trustee of Southern Bap
tist Theological Seminary in Louis
ville, Ky. The complete list of such ac
tivities would go on and on. 

Leslie Wright has been a true serv
ant of Alabama. Through his work at 
Samford, he has touched the lives of 
countless people, and he leaves behind 
a legacy which will benefit many yet 
to come. 

I would be remiss if I did not men
tion his tennis ability. In fact, he has 
been my only tennis teacher. I seldom 
play but in days passed, he and I 
would team up as partners and beat 
many younger experts at the game. 
The way we did it was to tum the 
entire court over to him. In other 
words, he carried me. 

Just as Howard College was left in 
good hands when the retiring presi
dent Harwell Davis was replaced by 
Leslie Wright, Samford University is 
now being left in the competent hands 
of Thomas E. Corts. Corts comes to 
Samford after 9 years as president of 
Wingate College in North Carolina. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that two articles from the Bir
mingham Post-Herald, one about Dr. 
Wright and the other about Dr. Corts, 
as well as the text of a speech made by 
Dr. Ruric E. Wheeler, vice president 
for Academic Affairs of Samford Uni
versity, to the Alabama Baptist Histor
ical Society, be printed in the RECORD. 

Thank you, Mr. President. 
There being no objection, the mate

rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 
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A GREAT INSTITUTION, A GREAT MAN 

<By Dr. Ruric E. Wheeler, Vice President 
for Academic Affairs, Samford University> 
"There was once a town in the heart of 

America where all life seemed to live in har
mony with its surroundings. The town lay in 
the midst of a checkerboard of prosperous 
farms, with fields of grain and hillsides of 
orchards where, in spring, white clouds of 
bloom drifted above the green fields. . . . 
Then a strange blight crept over the area 
and everything began to change. Some evil 
spell had settled on he community .... Ev-
erywhere there was a shadow of death ... . 
There was a strange stillness. The birds, for 
example, where had they gone? Many spoke 
of them, puzzled and disturbed. . . . The 
roadsides, once so attractive, were now lined 
with browned and withered vegetation as 
though swept by fire .... No witchcraft, no 
enemy action had silenced the rebirth of 
new life in this stricken world. The people 
had done it themselves." 

Suppose we change the words of Rachel 
Carson's chilling environmental treatise, 
"Silent Spring," to read as follows: 

"There once was a small college located in 
the heart of a prosperous eastern section of 
Birmingham where students laughed and 
played under the branches of old Sherman 
Oak, and faculty members brought down 
the plaster of Old Main with their scholarly 
discourses on everything from Greek to phi
losophy. In the spring, black and white 
clouds of commencement robes drifted down 
the aisles of old Woodlawn High, assuring 
the administration of another successful 
year. 

"Then an unusual event happened in the 
life of this institution. A move was made to 
a hillside south of the city. Immediately, a 
blight began to cover this campus. The fac
ulty members, for example, where had they 
gone? Some had taken jobs elsewhere, but 
many were still living in East Lake because, 
in order for the college to move to the new 
campus, small salary increases had finally 
changed to no salary increases. Few faculty 
members could affort to purchase homes in 
the affluent section south of Birmingham. 

"The classrooms once filled with the fra
grant aroma of blooming flowers were now 
infiltrated with chemistry fumes, because 
many departments were forced to share fa
cilities since there were only three class
room buildings on the new campus. 

"The smiling faces of students, once so no
ticeable, were replaced as the focus of atten
tion by red clay footprints from the accu
mulation of mud that covered sidewalks on 
rainy days." 

The writing of Rachael Carson is sad be
cause there seems to be no satisfactory con
clusion. In contrast it is good to report that, 
to the small college which has been de
scribed, there came in 1958 the "man of the 
hour" whose leadership began swiftly to 
eradicate the blight that had crept over this 
college. In fact, this small college is known 
toda:;.' as a great university with its out
standing programs of excellence in a posi
tive Christian environment. 

Let's take a look at this man of the hour. 
Let's look at his many talents, his attitudes, 
his dedication, and see how these have been 
used to mold a great institution. 

January 23, 1913, was a beautiful day in 
Birmingham, Alabama, at least for the 
members of the Ensley Baptist Church, for 
their pastor, Dr. A. K. Wright, had a new 
son. One particular family, the Wurtele 
family, was aware of the birth of this son 
because it was jokingly agreed that the 
daughter of this dedicated Baptist deacon, 

Lolla Catherine Wurtele, and the son of this Member of Citizens Supervisory Commis-
pastor, Leslie Stephen Wright, would one sion of Jefferson County, 
day be man and wife. Today, as we contem- Chairman of Jefferson County United 
plate the countless number of young people Appeal Campaign. 
whose lives have been affected, influenced, President of Birmingham Symphony As-
molded by this couple, Les and Lolla, walk- sociation. 
ing hand in hand through life, we are - Chairman of Alabama Ethics Commission. 
tempted to believe that this union must President of Alabama Educational Televi-
have been ordained. sion Commission, 

Yes, one would have expected that a past On the Board of Directors of: 
Executive Secretary of the Trust Agency of <a> City Federal Savings and Loan Associa-
the Alabama Baptist State Convention tion, 
would be proficient in securing funds for de- <b> Alabama Partners of the Americas, 
velopment, but few dared to dream of that (c) Alabama Council on Economic Educa-
which has taken place in the last twenty- tion, 
five years. But Leslie S. Wright did dream! (d) The Baptist Hospital Foundation. 
Under his leadership a campus consisting of He is a Director and member of the Exec-
only eight buildings and valued at approxi- utive Committee of the Jefferson County 
mately eight million dollars has become a Community Chest-United Way and is a 
magnificent Georgian-Colonial academic member of the Commission on Colleges of 
community of more than thirty major struc- the Southern Association of Colleges and 
tures with a replacement value of more Schools. 
than sixty million dollars. Let us call the He has served as president of the Birming-
roll: ham Rotary Club, past Governor of District 

Buchanan Hall <1958). 686 in Alabama, and serves now as a Direc-
Reid Chapel, Burns Hall, Chapman Hall tor of Rotary International. 

<1960>. On and on we could list his many avenues 
Seibert Gymnasium <1961). of community service. 
Married Student Apartments <1962). One would have expected a former admin-
Smith Hall <1962). istrative assistant to Senator Lister Hill to 
Pittman Hall <1963). be a leader, but who would have guessed 
Stockham Cyclotron Building <1964>. that he would exemplify the highest quali-
Robinson Hall <1964). 
Physical Plant Building <1964>. ties of an educational engineer and states-

man, becoming the dynamic, inspired, and 
Physical Science Building <1966). perceptive leader to bring about the follow-
Women's Dorm C <1969>. ing changes: 
Men's Dorm C <1969). 
Dwight Beeson Hall n 970). Lin 1957-58 there were sixty-five faculty 

members at Howard College. This number 
Enlargement of Ralph W. Beeson Student has increased to 291 in twenty-five years, an 

Center <1973>. increase of 341 percent. 
Leslie S. Wright Fine Arts Center <1976>· 2. In 1957-58 the average salary for facul-
Addition to Robinson Hall <1977>. 
Orlean Bullard Beeson Hall n 979>. ty members was $4,680. This average salary 
completion of Dwight Beeson Hall to increased by 14 percent in two years and 491 

house the School of Nursing <1982). percent in twenty-five years. 
completion of Ralph Beeson Hall for the 3. The annual budget for the University 

English Department <1983). increased from $1,255,000 to $16,417,000, an 
One would have guessed that a former increase of 1,208 percent. 

basketball player and basketball coach 4. Annual gifts from the Cooperative Pro
would be a winner. Yet who would have ex- gram increased from $225,000 to $2,253,000, 
pected that he would hand diplomas to an increase of 901 percent. 
probably as many students in these twenty- 5. The annual budget for libraries in
five years as had formerly graduated from creased from $45,790 to over $800,000, an in
this institution since its founding in 1840. crease of 1,647 percent. 
When the last student marches to the front 6. The annual budget for scholarships in
in the August graduation, Dr. Wright will creased from $57,867 to $1,400,000, an in
have handed diplomas to 16,932 students. crease of 2,319 percent. 
The student body has more than doubled in Consider now Samford's academic pro
twenty-five years, with 4,069 students en- gram. Progress here has kept stride with 
rolled in the fall of 1982; 222,830 students, growth in other areas. Some of the major 
the enrollment semester-by-semester since changes are as follows: 
1958, have been influenced by Dr. Wright's 1. The pharmacy program was changed to 
way of life, emphasizing patriotism, private a five-year program in 1959. 
enterprise, and the power, goodness, and 2. In 1961 the historic Cumberland School 
love of our Lord and Savior, Jesus Christ. of Law was added to the Howard College 

No wonder that during the past twenty- program, bringing to the Brimingham area 
five years, Samford University has been the rich tradition of one of America's oldest 
honored twenty times by Freedoms Founda- law schools. 
tion at Valley Forge. President Wright, a 3. In 1965 a good Howard College became 
member of the Freedoms Foundation Coun- a great university under the name of Sam
ell of Trustees, has received, individually, ford. 
three George Washington Honor Medals. 4. Graduate programs were reinstituted in 

Twenty-five years ago many people in the 1965. 
Birmingham community still remembered 5. In 1966 three divisions were elevated to 
Howard College as the small struggling school status and became the schools of 
school, where sometimes faculty members Business, Education, and Pharmacy. 
received paychecks on time but at other 6. A dean was appointed for the Howard 
times salary checks were either two or three College of Arts and Sciences and the divi
months late or were not available at all. sion of graduate studies was given school 
This image had to be changed. This image status in 1968. 
was quickly changed because Leslie S. 7. In 1969 the University adopted the 4-1-
Wright became a community leader, loved 4 calendar, and the division of music became 
and trusted by the Birmingham business a school. 
and civic community. Here are a few of his 8. Samford University established an Air 
areas of service: Force ROTC unit in 1972. 

' 
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9. In 1973 Samford University joined with 

the Birmingham Baptist Medical Centers to 
offer both two-year and four-year degrees in 
nursing. 

10. In 1975 an Adult Education division 
was created. 

11. In 1977 the division of Paralegal Stud
ies became a reality. 

12. In cooperation with the Baptist Medi
cal Centers, in 1977 the University estab
lished the Division of Anesthesia. 

13. In 1981 Samford inaugurated the Co
operative Education program. 

14. Only twenty-one majors were offered 
in 1958; today students are able to enroll in 
more than fifty courses of study. In fact, 
more than half the undergraduates enrolled 
in the fall of 1982 were majoring in pro
grams not available in 1970, and over sixty 
percent of all students were in courses not 
available in 1958. 

Under Dr. Wright's leadership the Univer
sity's unswerving commitment to honor God 
in all of its programs has been underscored 
this year, 1983, by Samford's leading the na
tion's colleges and universities in the 
number of missionary kids enrolled, the 
number of alumni appointed by the Foreign 
Mission Board, and the number of Samford 
graduates approved as Missionary Journey
men. At the two Southern Baptist seminar
ies closest to Birmingham, Samford has 
more graduates enrolled in training for full 
time Christian service than any other col
lege or university. 

It has been my personal good fortune that 
my thirty years with Howard College and 
Samford University have coincided with the 
twenty-five years of Dr. Wright's presiden
cy. Perhaps you will allow me in the remain
ing moments to reminisce concerning the 
view of this man in a twenty-five year work
ing relationship, or what I've seen from 
where I've sat. 

My first view of Dr. Wright came from 
where I sat in a mathematics professor's 
chair as a young teacher, eager to experi
ment with new methods of teaching the an
cient science of mathematics. It was most 
gratifying to experience the genuine inter
est and support for my area of concentra
tion. <I have always suspected that this was 
partially due to the fact that Mrs. Wright 
had been a mathematics teacher.> This in
terest, however, was typical of his concern 
for the individual faculty member in all 
areas of study. There has been constant en
couragement for innovative ideas that 
would benefit the overall purpose of this in
stitution. 

Some years later what I saw from where I 
sat in the chair of dean of Arts and Sciences 
served only to reaffirm the high qualities of 
this man's character, a man never satisfied 
with the status quo, but constantly re
searching new ideas and providing the impe
tus to bring them into reality. 

For some thirteen years now my view has 
been from the chair of the Vice President 
for Academic Affairs, and what I've seen 
from where I've sat, Dr. Wright has been a 
man of tireless energy who, from early 
morning breakfast meetings to late evening 
appointments, has dealt patiently with the 
endless array of student, faculty, and ad
ministrative problems that have required a 
Solomon-like wisdom. 

Yes, from what I've seen from where I've 
sat, Samford University is a great institu
tion today because of the greatness of Leslie 
S. Wright. 

[From the Birmingham <Ala.) Post-Herald, 
Sept. 2, 19831 

WRIGHT RETIRES AFTER LEADING SAMFORD IN 
GROWTH YEARS 

<By Emmett Weaver> 
On Sept. 1, 1958, a relatively unknown 45-

year-old Baptist leader from Montgomery 
took over as the new president of Howard 
College. 

At that time the school, which later 
became Samford University, had only seven 
buildings and the student enrollment was 
1,800. 

Also the privately supported college had 
only recently moved from its old East Lake 
campus to its present location over the 
mountain. There were still some postwar 
students attending classes under the GI Bill 
of Rights. 

"I Think they have chosen an excellent 
man," Harwell G. Davis, the retiring presi
dent was quoted then in a Birmingham 
Post-Herald article. "I think the college will 
continue to grow and progress under his 
leadership." 

But even Davis' predictions about the 
school's future couldn't have anticipated 
what the next quarter century would bring 
under Leslie Wright's leadership. 

Neither did the ambitious former assistant 
to then-U.S. Sen. Lister Hill envision the 
amazing growth at the south Lakeshore 
Drive campus. 

Since Wright became president, 27 build
ings have been built and enrollment has 
reached 4,100. 

Wright, who stepped down earlier this 
week as president, assuming the honorary 
title of chancellor, looked back over those 
years and said it would be impossible to 
build the university today as it was built 
during the past 25 years. "We couldn't do it 
today because of inflation and today's build
ing costs." 

Wright estimated that the total replace
ment value of the Samford physical plant 
would be $100 million. 

He said the school had invested half that 
amount in the building program to date. 

Wright, who will celebrate his 71st birth
day in January, said after his final day earli
er this week that he felt "relaxed, at the 
same time happy and proud of what has 
been accomplished" the past 25 years at 
Samford. 

Executive president of the Baptist Foun
dation of Alabama before becoming univer
sity president, Wright called the building of 
physical plant that is Samford his biggest 
accomplishment. 

So when Thomas E. Corts of Wingate Col
lege in North Carolina took over as presi
dent earlier this week, he assumed the top 
administrative position of the third largest 
Baptist university in the country. 

Only Baylor University in Waco, Tex., 
which is No. 1 with its 10,000-student enroll
ment, and the University of Richmond in 
Virginia with 4,500 students, surpass the 
Birmingham school. 

Corts completed his first day on the job 
yesterday as new president, and said he 
hopes to bring a broader international scope 
to Samford with a wider variety of cultural 
programs. 

The new president has been holding re
treats to acquaint himself with the faculty 
this week. He took one group of faculty 
members to the Baptist camp at Shocco 
Springs last weekend. 

According to Wright, the Samford build
ing program is 95 percent complete al
though the school still owns 250 acres adja
cent to the campus which could be devel-

oped for non-academic, commerical pur
poses. 

Only two student dormitories and a con
tinuing education center are still on the 
drawing board. 

Instead of a faculty of only 60 back in 
19.58, today's staff has grown to 225 in addi
tion to a part-time faculty of 70. 

The Lakeshore campus has mushroomed 
with its Georgian Colonial buildings dotting 
the mountainside. 

Reviewing the major building program 
which has been a milestone during the 
Wright years, the ex-president said it was 
fortunate the same architect stayed on 
during the entire program. 

"In feel we have one of the most beautiful 
campuses anywhere in the world. Sure, 
there are older campuses in Europe and 
U.S., with ivy on the walls, but they aren't 
any more beautiful than ours." 

Another educational coup of the past 
quarter-century has been the moving of 
Cumberland Law School in 1961 from Leb
anon, Tenn. to Birmingham. 

For the first year, the class numbered 
only 60. Today the law school has an enroll
ment of 700. 

Another sign of progress has been the es
tablishment of a School of Nursing which 
works closely with the two Baptist Medical 
centers in the Birmingham area. 

Wright points with pride to the universi
ty's School of Business, which has 647 stu
dents this year. 

He also is proud of the fact that Samford 
prepares 600 students every year for Chris
tian service. 

But he forsees problems and challenges 
for the new president of Samford. 

Two tasks confronting Samford in the 
future, according to the retired president, 
are attracting new students and finding 
enough money to operate. 

He believes that sectarian schools, because 
they lack a tax base or a rich endowment, 
must depend more on student tuition money 
to keep operating in the black. 

Wright emphasized the importance of 
building up the endowment fund. 

Presently the Samford endowment fund is 
a modest $7 million, but he said that the 
university ought to have at least a $50 mil
lion endowment. 

Now that he will no longer have the ad
ministrative duties and responsibilities as 
president, with the honorary position of 
chancellor, Wright and his wife will be free 
to travel. 

As director of the Rotary International, 
he plans to attend a worldwide convention 
in Birmingham, England next May. It will 
be his first time to visit Alabama's sister 
English city. 

And how does Mrs. Wright feel about her 
husband's retirement as president? 

"I'm as happy as I can be. I've been trying 
to get him to retire for years." 

CORTS, As NEW UNIVERSITY PRESIDENT, To 
STRESS IMPORTANCE OF WORLD CITIZENSHIP 

Samford University's new president 
Thomas E. Corts was a busy man yesterday 
his first day on the job. 

His 17-hour day began at 7 a.m. with a 
breakfast for the athletic department. It 
ended after 10 p.m. following a reception for 
new freshman students in Beeson Hall. 

"It was a busy, but enjoyable day getting 
to meet the students and the faculty," said 
the 41-year-old North Carolina educator. 

"I'm still learning my way around here on 
the campus and the city." 
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This past weekend he treated the faculty 

to a get-acquainted retreat at Shocco 
Springs in Talladega County. 

While it is still too soon for any changes 
at Samford, Corts said he thinks it is impor
tant to broaden the international horizons 
of the campus community. 

And the role of world citizenship definite
ly will be stressed at Samford, Corts said. 
He came to Birmingham from Wingate Col
lege in North Carolina where he was presi
dent for nine years. 

While president of Wingate, a small 
school located southeast of Charlotte, Corts 
initiated an international travel program. 

Corts believes people from small commu
nities especially need to see what it means 
to be a world citizen. 

Travel outside one's own country enrich
ens the person, said the new president. 

"The ultimate lesson that students can 
learn in foreign travel is to appreciate their 
own country more, so that when they come 
home again they feel like kissing the soil." 

Carts's wife, Marla, is a nurse who worked 
in a hospital emergency room work while he 
was president of Wingate. 

He has three children. They are Jennifer, 
17, who will be a freshman at Samford this 
year, Rachel, 15, and Christian, 11. 

Mr. DIXON. Mr. President, I suggest 
the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The Assistant Secretary of the 
Senate proceeded to call the roll. 

Mr. DIXON. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With
out objection, it is so ordered. 

CONCLUSION OF MORNING 
BUSINESS 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is 
there further morning business? If 
not, morning business is closed. 

RECESS UNTIL 2 P.M. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

Senate will stand in recess until 2 p.m. 
today. 

Thereupon, at 12 noon, the Senate 
recessed until 2 p.m.; whereupon, the 
Senate reassembled when called to 
order by the Presiding Officer <Mrs. 
HAWKINS). 

AUTHORIZATION FOR FURTHER 
U.S. PARTICIPATION IN MULTI
NATIONAL PEACEKEEPING 
FORCE IN LEBANON 
Mr. BAKER. Madam President, will 

the Chair please state the pending 
business? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will state the pending business. 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
as follows: 

A Senate joint resolution <S.J. Res. 159> to 
authorize the further participation of U.S. 
Armed Forces in the multinational peace
keeping force in Lebanon. 

The Senate resumed consideration 
of the joint resolution <S.J. Res. 159), 
which was reported on yesterday, Sep-

tember 26, 1983, from the Committee 
on Foreign Relations, with an amend
ment in the nature of a substitute, as 
follows: 

SHORT TITLE 

SECTION 1. This joint resolution may be 
cited as the "Multinational Force in Leba
non Resolution". 

FINDINGS AND PURPOSE 
Sec. 2. <a> The Congress finds that-
(1) the removal of all foreign forces from 

Lebanon is an essential United States for
eign policy objective in the Middle East; 

(2) in order to restore full control by the 
Government of Lebanon over its own terri
tory, the United States is currently partici
pating in the multinational peacekeeping 
force <hereafter in this resolution referred 
to as the "Multinational Force in Lebanon"> 
which was established in accordance with 
the exchange of letters between the Gov
ernments of the United States and Lebanon 
dated September 25, 1982; 

(3) the Multinational Force in Lebanon 
better enables the Government of Lebanon 
to establish its unity, independence, and ter
ritorial integrity; 

<4> progress toward national political rec
onciliation in Lebanon is necessary; and 

(5) United States Armed Forces participat
ing in the Multinational Force in Lebanon 
are now in hostilities requiring authoriza
tion of their continued presence under the 
War Powers Resolution. 

(b) The Congress determines that the re
quirements of section 4<a><l> of the War 
Powers Resolution became operative on 
August 29, 1983. Consistent with section 
5(b) of the War Powers Resolution, the pur
pose of this joint resolution is to authorize 
the continued participation of United States 
Armed Forces in the Multinational Force in 
Lebanon. 

<c> The Congress intends this joint resolu
tion to constitute the necessary specific 
statutory authorization under the War 
Powers Resolution for continued participa
tion by United States Armed Forces in the 
Multinational Force in Lebanon. 
AUTHORIZATION FOR CONTINUED PARTICIPATION 

OF UNITED STATES ARMED FORCES IN THE 
MULTINATIONAL FORCE IN LEBANON 

SEc. 3. The President is authorized, for 
purposes of section 5(b) of the War Powers 
Resolution, to continue participation by 
United States Armed Forces in the Multina
tional Force in Lebanon, subject to the pro
visions of section 6 of this joint resolution. 
Such participation shall be limited to per
formance of the functions, and shall be sub
ject to the limitations, specified in the 
agreement establishing the Multinational 
Force in Lebanon as set forth in the ex
change of letters between the Governments 
of the United States and Lebanon dated 
September 25, 1982, except that this shall 
not preclude such protective measures as 
may be necessary to ensure the safety of the 
Multinational Force in Lebanon. 

REPORTS TO THE CONGRESS 

SEc. 4. As required by section 4<c> of the 
War Powers Resolution, the President shall 
report periodically to the Congress with re
spect to the situation in Lebanon, but in no 
event shall he report less often than once 
every three months. In addition to provid
ing the information required by that section 
on the status, scope, and duration of hostil
ities involving United States Armed Forces, 
such reports shall describe in detail-

< 1> the activities being performed by the 
Multinational Force in Lebanon; 

(2) the present composition of the Multi
national Force in Lebanon, including a de
scription of the responsibilities and deploy
ment of the armed forces of each participat
ing country; 

<3> the results of efforts to reduce and 
eventually eliminate the Multinational 
Force in Lebanon; 

<4> how continued United States participa
tion in the Multinational Force in Lebanon 
is advancing United States foreign policy in
terests in the Middle East; and 

<5> what progress has occurred toward na
tional political reconciliation among all Leb
anese groups. 

STATEMENTS OF POLICY 

SEC. 5. <a> The Congress declares that the 
participation of the armed forces of other 
countries in the Multinational Force in Leb
anon is essential to maintain the interna
tional character of the peacekeeping func
tion in Lebanon. 

<b> The Congress believes that it should' 
continue to be the policy of the United 
States to promote continuing discussions 
with Israel, Syria, and Lebanon with the ob
jective of bringing about the withdrawal of 
all foreign troops from Lebanon and estab
lishing an environment which will permit 
the Lebanese Armed Forces to carry out 
their responsibilities in the Beirut area. 

<c> It is the sense of the Congress that, 
not later than one year after the date of en
actment of this joint resolution and at least 
once a year thereafter, the United States 
should discuss with the other members of 
the security council of the United Nations 
the establishment of a United Nations 
peacekeeping force to assume the responsi
bilities of the Multinational Force in Leba
non. An analysis of the implications of the 
response to such discussions for the con
tinuation of the Multinational Force in Leb
anon shall be included in the reports re
quired under paragraph (3) of section 4 of 
this resolution. 
DURATION OF AUTHORIZATION FOR UNITED 

STATES PARTICIPATION IN THE MULTINATION· 
AL FORCE IN LEBANON 

SEc. 6. The participation of United States 
Armed Forces in the Multinational Force in 
Lebanon shall be authorized for purposes of 
the War Powers Resolution until the end of 
the eighteen-month period beginning on the 
date of enactment of this resolution unless 
the Congress extends such authorization, 
except that such authorization shall termi
nate sooner upon the occurrence of any one 
of the following: 

<1> the withdrawal of all foreign forces 
from Lebanon, unless the President deter
mines and certifies to the Congress that 
continued United States Armed Forces par
ticipation in the Multinational Force in Leb
anon is required after such withdrawal in 
order to accomplish the purposes specified 
in the September 25, 1982, exchange of let
ters providing for the establishment of the 
Multinational Force in Lebanon; or 

(2) the assumption by the United Nations 
or the Government of Lebanon of the re
sponsibilities of the Multinational Force in 
Lebanon; or 

<3> the implementation of other effective 
security arrangements in the area. 

INTERPRETATION OF THIS RESOLUTION 

SEc. 7. <a> Nothing in this joint resolution 
shall preclude the President from withdraw
ing United States Armed Forces participa
tion in the Multinational Force in Lebanon 
if circumstances warrant, and nothing in 
this joint resolution shall preclude the Con-
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gress by joint resolution from directing such 
a withdrawal. 

<b> Nothing in this joint resolution modi
fies, limits, or supersedes any provision of 
the War Powers Resolution or the require
ment of section 4<a> of the Lebanon Emer
gency Assistance Act of 1983, relating to 
congressional authorization for any substan
ial expansion in the number or role of 
United States Armed Forces in Lebanon. 

CONGRESSIONAL PRIORITY PROCEDURES FOR 
AMENDMENTS 

' SEC. 8. <a> Any joint resolution or bill in
troduced to amend or repeal this Act shall 
be referred to the Committee on Foreign Af
fairs of the House of Representatives or the 
Committee on Foreign Relations of the 
Senate, as the case may be. Such joint reso
lution or bill shall be considered by such 
committee within fifteen calendar days and 
may be reported out, together with its rec
ommendations, unless such House shall oth
erwise detennine by the yeas and nays. 

<b> Any joint resolution or bill so reported 
shall become the pending business of the 
House in question (in the case of the Senate 
the time for debate shall be equally divided 
between the proponents and the opponents> 
and shall be voted on within three calendar 
days thereafter, unless such House shall 
otherwise detennine by the yeas and nays. 

<c> Such a joint resolution or bill passed 
by one House shall be referred to the com
mittee of the other House named in subsec
tion <1> and shall be reported out by such 
committee together with its recommenda
tions within fifteen calendar days and shall 
thereupon become the pending business of 
such House and shall be voted upon within 
three calendar days, unless such House shall 
otherwise detennine by the yeas and nays. 

<d> In the case of any disagreement be
tween the two Houses of Congress with re
spect to a joint resolution or bill passed by 
both Houses, conferees shall be promptly 
appointed and the committee of conference 
shall make and file a report with respect to 
such joint resolution within six calendar 
days after the legislation is referred to the 
committee of conference. Notwithstanding 
any rule in either House concerning the 
printing of conference reports in the Record 
or concerning any delay in the consideration 
of such reports, such report shall be acted 
on by both Houses not later than six calen
dar days after the conference report is filed. 
In the event the conferees are unable to 
agree within forty-eight hours, they shall 
report back to their respective Houses in 
disagreement. 

Mr. BAKER addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

Senator from Tennessee is recognized. 
Mr. BAKER. Madam President, I am 

told that the Senator from Mississippi 
is prepared to speak on this subject. 

Mr. STENNIS. That is what I am 
going to speak on. 

Mr. BAKER. Madam President, I 
yield the floor. 

Mr. STENNIS. Madam President, I 
understand that the Senator from 
Mississippi has been allotted 30 min
utes of time on this subject matter; is 
that correct? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There 
has been no order to that effect. 

Mr. STENNIS. Madam President, I 
ask unanimous consent that I be allot
ted 30 minutes of time to speak on this 
subject matter. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With
out objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. STENNIS. Madam President, 
and Members of the Senate, I do not 
know of a more vital nor a more im
portant subject that we could have ap
pearing on our list of major items, 
that our Nation could have on its list 
of major items, than the situation we 
have now with reference to the possi
bility of war following the presence of 
our military forces in other countries, 
even though we are there by invita
tion. 

I thought about this a great deal 
over a period of years, Madam Presi
dent, and I do not like to talk about 
myself, but I have decided that maybe 
my experiences here on a similar sub
ject matter might be of some value, 
and in that connection I want to com
ment on one part of the steps forward 
in moving into the war we got into in 
South Vietnam in 1954. I made a 
speech here in the Chamber on this 
general subject matter and particular
ly with reference to the possibilities of 
getting into war there. I looked at the 
RECORD today to see how many of our 
present Members were here on that 
day of 1954. By quick glance, if I am 
correct, there are only two here now 
who were here then, and I am one of 
the two. The other man is in town, but 
I did not try to bring him in. 

But it did underscore how fast time 
moves on and problems in a way 
remain similar or the same. 

Madam President, I was here in 1950 
when we were debating then on a reso
lution passed unanimously by the 
seven members of the Security Coun
cil of the recently formed United Na
tions to which we belonged and rely
ing on that we formally entered the 
Korean war and sent troops to take up 
battle positions in the actual fighting 
there in Korea. 

There was no expressed authoriza
tion or formal consideration of the 
question of entering the war by the 
Senate or by the House of Representa
tives. 

The general understanding was that 
we were committed by the affirmative 
vote, which included our own, of all 
members present and voting in the Se
curity Council of the United Nations. 

I remember I was standing just to 
the rear here of where I am now when 
the word came in, an AP report that 
President Truman had actually moved 
forward and had sent troops, a certain 
number of troops, who were already 
on their way to Korea and would be 
landing there within a few hours to 
take their position in the fighting in 
support of a battle that was already 
going on. 

Of course, that action was taken in 
the same general atmosphere that I 
will refer to later but we were commit
ted by the United Nations vote. 

I remember the sensations I had, the 
realization that I had that is the first 

time we have ever deliberately entered 
an actual war without a declaration of 
war being declared by Members of 
Congress, who are the real special rep
resentatives and only representatives 
under our form of government of the 
people when it comes to this power of 
declaring war. 

I was also here as a Member in the 
beginning of our participation in the 
war in Vietnam in 1954. In a Senate 
floor speech I warned against sending 
in our fresh, uniformed military men 
to Vietnam and publicly asked then
President Eisenhower that they be 
withdrawn. They were withdrawn. 
There were 200 Air Force mechanics. 
But others were sent in some time 
soon thereafter. 

My objection was that there had 
been no decla.ration of war by Con
gress and the participation therein 
was not authorized, and before this 
matter was over about the war in Viet
nam, our four Presidents had become 
involved, Mr. Eisenhower, Mr. Kenne
dy, Mr. Johnson, and Mr. Nixon, and 
participation continued for several 
years. At the peak of the Vietnam con
flict, by April 30, 1969, 543,000 Armed 
Forces personnel were involved in 
Vietnam. For the duration of the con
flict there were 47,269 U.S. military 
service people killed. In addition, there 
were over 10,000 noncombat deaths. 
And our total wounded, not mortally 
wounded, but wounded, was 303,635. 

Madam President, there was never a 
declaration of war in that instance by 
Congress, even though there was a so
called Gulf of Tonkin resolution 
which was passed and was claimed by 
some to be a substitute war declara
tion. 

It is true that year after year Con
gress appropriated money for our 
troops and war materiels in Vietnam, 
but this falls far short of the constitu
tional declaration of war. 

I do not relate these matters critical
ly. I was involved. I was in them. I was 
a part of it. Whatever deficiencies I 
refer to here in Congress I am includ
ing myself. 

During all of our war in Vietnam I 
was on both the Armed Services Com
mittee and the Appropriations Com
mittee. I held hearings and handled on 
the floor many of the key bills that in
cluded manpower, money, and sup
plies, but no hearings were ever held 
on a war resolution that called on 
Congress to vote yes or no and give 
the people of the country a chance to 
express themselves through their 
chosen Representatives in Congress. 

I relate these facts just as a part of 
an eyewitness and a part of them and 
not in criticism of anyone. We received 
a great number of periodic rosy re
ports about the war in Vietnam from 
various sources. 

Many of these we later found to be 
based on erroneous data. A conspicu-
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ous example was the Tet offensive 
which came along very shortly after 
an optimistic report and literally blew 
out the light at the end of the tunnel 
that we had been told about. 

On a day-to-day basis, I was working 
steadily with a number of the experi
enced, seasoned, and wise members of 
the Senate Armed Services Committee 
and the Appropriations Committee. 
All would ask the question to each 
other over and over again: "How did 
we get into this war?" It was just un
believable-the conditions in Vietnam, 
the limited fighting strength of the 
navies, the lack of resources, their lack 
of understanding of war conditions. 
Our people at home did not under
stand the facts and felt that they were 
taken in blind. 

I do not mention these facts to dis
credit the Vietnamese. I am talking 
about conditions there we were faced 
with and for which our men died. 

But I fully made up my mind many 
times over during all this Vietnam ex
perience that when the fighting was 
over I would seek a way to implement 
and make known the importance and 
wisdom of that constitutional provi
sion that provides the Congress shall 
have the power to declare war. 

Now, that means, Madam President, 
it is not a matter of whose power it is; 
it is not a matter of some award being 
given by the Constitution to the legis
lative branch. This means that the 
Congress has the responsibility and 
the duty to develop all the facts avail
able and then declare war if that 
course seems necessary. 

Let me emphasize, even before the 
fighting in Vietnam stopped, I set out, 
along with others, to do what I could 
to make that provision of the Consti
tution better understood, and better 
used, and above all else, to see that 
Congress in the future would develop 
all the facts relating to the question of 
involving our Nation in hostilities, in
cluding the declaration of war when 
justified by the facts. 

The Congress was given that sole 
constitutional power. In world affairs, 
we must have a working plan between 
the President and the Congress as to 
how the Armed Forces of the United 
States may be used in foreign coun
tries or foreign areas of the world. 
Both should be involved in such mat
ters and carry responsibilities there
for, with the Congress retaining the 
sole power to actually declare war. 

Madam President, let me turn to the 
Constitution and the spirit thereof 
and my recollection of the actual put
ting together of that amazing docu
ment. There was a great deal of 
doubt-honest doubt-among the 
people whether or not the large Gov
ernment that ours was destined to be 
could operate itself. There was firm 
belief by some that a royal family was 
necessary to assure a continuing group 
of successors automatic to that power, 

rather than a hiatus and uncertainty 
due to death or due to elections. There 
was a great belief that there was a 
chance that some who might be elect
ed President would turn out to be ty
rants and overrun their authority and 
willfully put the people to war. So au
thority was very carefully withheld 
from all that group that I referred to 
and got down to one group left-the 
Congress. And to them the Congress 
largely meant the House of Represent
atives, because it had already been 
agreed that they would be selected on 
the basis of population and everyone 
to some degree would be represented, 
every area of the Nation, and that 
would grow as the country grew later. 
They finally perfected and agreed 
upon how the Senate would be consti
tuted and it went on the basis of 
States, two to each State, as we know. 

But the real reasoning in there-and 
I go back now to some research that I 
have done partly while a student 
studying constitutional law-some
thing I never got to practice but I 
have worked in and around it some-it 
got right down to the bottom line that 
they wanted to put the responsibility 
on someone that was directly responsi
ble to the people. And they would 
have to look the people in the face, 
many of them knowing the House 
Members personally. So they put all 
the responsibility directly on the Con
gress; there has never been any argu
ment about it since. There has been 
some ignoring, though, of those terms. 

We found, during the war in Viet
nam, we could not find an instrument 
to get a hold on to launch an under
standing campaign before the people 
that only the Congress had the power 
to declare war and the issue ought to 
be brought to a head. That instrument 
was 200 years old, had lain there all 
that time. It had been obeyed, but it 
was not a household term and under
standing with their people. We felt a 
need to rewrite the principle in some 
way that would be a more modern ap
proach and give a handle to the prob
lem that we could get the people inter
ested in and help them to fully under
stand. 

And because of that need, there 
grew up the initial efforts to draw a 
proposed statute to meet the situation 
that finally became known as the War 
Powers Act. 

Now I am not claiming any great 
credit for that. I was one of the insti
gators for the reasons I have given, 
but circumstances took me out away 
from the floor of the Senate for 5 
months then in a personal round I 
had. I did not really get to take part in 
the hearings and I do not think I was 
here at the final passage before the 
Senate. 

But I was here when the conference 
report came in and I was here when 
the veto message came in on the bill 
that we had passed. And I was here 

and the motion was made to pass the 
bill, the President's veto notwithstand
ing. The House had already over
whelmingly passed what we now call 
the War Powers Act by a vote of more 
than 4 to 1. A motion to override the 
veto came on here in the Senate and 
we passed it I think by about 3 to 1. It 
was an overwhelming demonstration 
of the interests of the people who had 
been aroused. And they fully under
stood how they were involved directly 
and they did not want any more of the 
Vietnam experiences. 

And now for the first time we find 
this newly passed law-an did not 
quite agree with it then, and I am cer
tainly not trying to be critical of our 
present President of the United 
States-but we find now that it first 
looked like the law was going to be 
cold shouldered and put out of the 
way or not used or ignored. That has 
now changed and we are on the verge 
here of just passing a resolution, if it 
was changed some, and say, "Well, we 
are going to enforce the law as it is. 
We are going to follow the law as it 
is." That is not enough. 

We should not pass the proposal 
here without examining and looking 
further into this thing and seeing 
what the basis is of being in Lebanon 
and these other places, what is the 
plan and what are the prospects and 
what it will mean to the people-what 
it will mean to the people-if we go on 
into this use of force further and fur
ther and further. 

Without luck-! will put it this 
way-we can quickly get into a spot 
just like we were in Vietnam mighty 
easy. I know the day-by-day advances, 
and I had the feel of them. And I re
ferred already here to the wisest and 
best men that we had in the Senate 
who would exclaim when they met day 
after day-! know it because I heard 
it-they would say, "How in the world 
did we let ourselves get involved in 
this war?" 

So going back now to this matter. Of 
course I hope the cease-fire leads to a 
peace agreement and everything is 
rosy. It may or it may not. But regard
less of that, the outcome, the real 
point involved and the real concern 
and meaning to our people is that, by 
and large, they are the ones that are 
going to have to put up the boys and 
the blood and the members of their 
family to fight a war if we get into it 
now or later. Let us just look it right 
in the face and tell them the truth. 

Now I respect every Member here 
and his desire to find the best way to 
go, the best way out, whatever you 
want to call it. But we are up against 
that and we ought to put aside what
ever time it takes to properly settle 
this question. 

I am not surprised that the war 
powers resolution is challenged. It is 
kind of popular to complain about the 

. 
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power not being left in the White 
House or some central head like that. 
And it is a problem for any President
any President, makes no difference 
who he is, what party or anything 
else, or what other troubles he has. 

But in this present day world-more 
bountiful life than we have ever 
dreamed about to a larger and larger 
percentage of our people, yet still the 
most troublesome and the most dan
gerous in many ways, nuclear weapons 
included or excluded-something has 
got to be done in this field. Some 
power has got to be had. Some power 
has got to be exercised. Some better 
understanding, must be had by the 
people-now they are not ignorant, 
not at all. But they are not sufficient
ly informed as to the meaning of these 
matters and where these proper prin
ciples of our system of Government 
come in. And I think it is highly 
proper that the Constitution continue 
to put this power to commit this 
Nation to war in the Congress. It is 
put exactly in the right place, and we 
must continue to keep it in that place. 

Regardless of what comes, I think, 
about world agreements, I think for a 
long, long time to come we are going 
to have to retain the power to say 
when we shall be committed to war. 

Now that was not true in Vietnam. 
One reason I ran for the Senate was to 
try to make some contribution toward 
the way that the United Nations was 
pointing then. And we tried that and 
everybody, other countries, gave it a 
fair trial. We went, as I see it, too fast 
and expected too much; we ran by a 
lot of bad signals. It had not been able 
to function with effectiveness in 
enough fields of activity to dispense 
with the necessity of a country, espe
cially as large as ours is, farflung as it 
is, and with conditions now where we 
have to have trade routes all over the 
world to maintain our economy and a 
great many other reasons why we 
must be able to carry on even with 
force if necessary and particularly a 
defensive force. 

So, I think it will be a long time 
before it will be safe to take this 
power, modified in any large way, 
from where it is now, the constitution
al power, resting solely in the Con
gress, to commit our country to a war, 
be it on the defense or offense. Of 
course, we always think that we go to 
war because of defense. 

Madam President, I am not apologiz
ing for anything I said, but on this 
matter some of the argument goes 
that this is a limit on the President 
and all of that. Well, my political phi
losophy, and it is reflected in my 
voting record, is that I think, under 
our system of government, we have to 
have some administration that can 
function, whether it is in my party or 
not; you have to have backing enough 
for the President on the floor of the 
Congress, the House and the Senate, 

to give him a reasonable amount of 
support to meet his problems and try 
to solve them. So I am not given to a 
pattern of moving in to try to embar
rass the present President or any of 
the rest. I have had the privilege of 
dealing with four of them, at least, on 
this question of war powers and 
having gotten into a war where we 
could not get out-that is Mr. Eisen
hower, Mr. Kennedy, Mr. Johnson, 
and Mr. Nixon. I know how it goes to 
the interest of the country. 

I cannot vote for this resolution in 
its present form. I tried to do it. I tried 
to rise to the occasion for the necessi
ty of the country, but I could not go 
for it. I cannot rest until we do some
thing that is a step forward in perfect
ing a plan-we can do it within this 
law-that will have the support of the 
President and the legislative branch, 
be they from the same party or not or 
having mixed parties represented. It is 
an absolute must and it is a must that 
must be met because it goes to the 
vital interest, the safety and security 
of our people that have no other way 
of protecting themselves except to rely 
on the Constitution of the United 
States and those that they select. 
They select most of them to carry out 
its principles. 

Madam President, I am not much on 
offering amendments. I think we 
ought to vote this resolution down, 
however good its intentions, while we 
are clear of any kind of personal 
blame or trying to put the onus on 
someone else, and make a new start 
and reach some kind of plan that will 
lead to fulfillment. We are going to 
have trouble all over the world-! 
think we already have it. I would be
lieve certainly that we could work out 
a plan-1 have seen temporary plans 
worked out here by just getting, by 
unofficial selection, say six Members 
of the House and six Members of the 
Senate, selected from the two parties 
and representing positions of leader
ship, to have a conference and work 
out matters and solve things on a tem
porary basis anyway, without always 
fully disclosing all of the plan. 

That is how that works here. I re
member one time particularly where 
we got tied up here on an important 
matter. This was with regard to intelli
gence. We got the late Senator Taft of 
Ohio and the then Senator from Ala
bama <Mr. Sparkman), and they went 
off alone 2 days and had such records 
brought as they wanted and came 
back in here and said, "Everything is 
satisfactory." Every Member of this 
body took that representation fully, 
for its full worth, and we moved onto 
our business. 

I think, in an informal way, we could 
get something worked out here that 
would meet this situation. We have 
tried hard enough. But more then ever 
we have a law now that is in effect, 
this War Powers Act. The thing to do 

is change it, not abandon it, not deny 
it, not dispute it, not try to repudiate 
it, but amend it. I personally know 
something about when we are left 
without some kind of an instrument 
that Congress can have in its hand to 
carry out this high responsibility with 
reference to war and declaring war. 

Let me mention an incidental matter 
about the Constitution, too. They fi
nally got it settled about who was 
going to have the power to declare 
war, and that led to an argument that 
went on very severely about who was 
going to be Commander in Chief of 
the Armed Forces. They just turned 
immediately and said, the President of 
the United States will be the Com
mander in Chief of the Armed Forces 
and signed their names to it and went 
on. 

Those things go together. It is hard 
for a President to conform, it is hard 
for the Congress to conform, but 
anyway, it is clear that the only ones 
who have power to do it is those who 
hold those offices, the incumbents. So 
I think it is up to us to do it. 

I do not know if my time is up. I 
shall yield to the Senator from Arkan
sas if he has a question for me. 

Madam President, I thank the Sena
tor. My time is up. Is that correct? 

Mr. PELL. There is no controlled 
time. 

Mr. STENNIS. Well, others are here. 
I yield the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator has no limitation on the 
amount of time he may speak. 

Mr. STENNIS. I thank the Chair 
very much. I yield the floor anyway, 
Madam President. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Arkansas. 

Mr. PRYOR. Madam President, I 
have sat for the last few moments lis
tening to the distinguished senior Sen
ator from the State of Mississippi <Mr. 
STENNIS). I grew up, I say to my col
leagues and the Chair, in the southern 
part of Arkansas, bordering the north
ern part of the State of Mississippi. I 
grew up there as a young man hearing 
about, studying about, reading about a 
man named JoHN STENNIS, the Sena
tor from Mississippi. I have always 
had the greatest admiration for Sena
tor STENNIS, the senior Senator from 
Mississippi. Madam President, at no 
time have I ever had a greater admira
tion or a deeper respect or higher 
esteem for this great man, this great 
statesman, then I have this afternoon, 
after listening to him discuss the com
plexities and the crisis that we are in
volved in today with regard to the War 
Powers Act. 

Mr. STENNIS. If the Senator will 
yield, I thank him very much. He is a 
very fine gentleman, who has always 
been very gracious to me. 

Mr. PRYOR. I thank the Senator 
from Mississippi. 



September 27, 1983 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-SENATE 25851 
Madam President, the Senator from 

Mississippi has brought up before the 
Chamber and before our colleagues 
the matter of the Constitution of the 
United States and a great deal of his
tory that went into the Constitution 
and the framing of the Constitution. I 
should like to read the oath of office 
that the President of the United 
States must take before entering the 
Presidency. That is article II, section 
1. I quote: 

I do solemnly swear <or affirm) that I will 
faithfully execute the Office of President of 
the United States, and will to the best of my 
ability, preserve, protect and defend the 
Constitution of the United States. 

That is the oath of office of the 
President, which we require him to 
recite upon entering that most sacred, 
solemn, and important office. 

Madam President, my question 
today is simply this: Since the Presi
dent himself-or as his advisers have 
advised him, whichever the case may 
be-has totally ignored the law that 
was passed by this Congress as empow
ered by the Constitution, which is 
known as the War Powers Act, sup
pose we pass another resolution allow
ing the President to keep our troops in 
Lebanon under the War Powers Act 
for 18 months or 1 year or 6 months or 
whatever. Then is the President going 
to see that particular statute, that par
ticular resolution or act of the Con
gress and say, "Well, I don't like that 
one very much. I think that I will 
decide not to obey that law also"? 

Have we reached the point in this 
country-and we say that we are a 
country of laws and not of men-have 
we reached the point where the Presi
dent can pick and choose, just like at a 
smorgasbord or cafeteria, and say, "I 
like this, I am going to obey that, or 
that looks at right, I will go along with 
it. Well, that law I don't like, so I am 
not going to obey it"? Is that where we 
are in our Republic after 200 years? 

That is my fear, Madam President. 
Not only are we trying to decide what 
to do about Lebanon, for that is only 
one issue. The other issue is, what are 
we going to do about an administra
tion that obeys only those laws that it 
wants to obey and throws the rest 
aside? 

I think that is a very serious concern 
that we have at this moment in the 
Senate. 

I remember years ago in a political 
science class the professor told us that 
what we need is a fourth branch of 
government to enforce against the 
other three branches of the Govern
ment the laws that need to be en
forced under the system of checks and 
balances, and right now we may want 
to think about that. If we say, "OK, 
the War Powers Act as passed in 1973 
is the law of this land, and, Mr. Presi
dent, it is now running and we are 
counting the days," what is going to 
make the President comply with that 

law? I do not know of a remedy. 
Maybe there is one that a constitu
tional scholar could give us, but, in 
any event, this matter goes deeper 
than Lebanon. That issue is simply 
what brought it to the surface. 

Madam President, I am gravely con
cerned about the relationship today 
between the President and the Con
gress and the system of checks and 
balances that I find in grave jeopardy 
because of the President's failure to 
recognize and enforce and implement 
the War Powers Act as passed in 1973. 

I yield the floor, Madam President. 
Mr. PELL. I suggest the absence of a 

quorum. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

clerk will call the roll. 
The assistant legislative clerk pro

ceeded to call the roll. 
Mr. PERCY. Madam President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With
out objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. PERCY. Mr. President, on the 
desk of every Senator is a letter that I 
have received from the President, and 
I would draw my colleagues' attention 
to that letter. It pertains to the cease
fire in Lebanon. It pertains to the rela
tionship of that cease-fire to the reso
lution that is before the Senate now 
involving war powers, and I will read 
that letter at this time. 

DEAR CHucK: I know you were as gratified 
as I with Sunday's announcement of a cease 
fire in Lebanon. While there were many 
things that contributed to the cease fire, it 
is my belief that your agreement to advance 
the compromise resolution on war powers
and the favorable action by the Foreign Af
fairs and Foreign Relations Committees
were particularly important. At a crucial 
point, your agreement and the supporting 
committee actions expressed a commitment 
to bipartisanship in U.S. foreign policy. 
Please accept my thanks. 

Let me also take this opportunity to clari
fy an issue with respect to the interpreta
tion of the compromise resolution. The com
promise resolution refers to the require
ments of section 4<a> of the Lebanon Emer
gency Assistance Act; I gather that a ques
tion has arisen as to the Executive Branch's 
understanding and intention in this regard. 
My understanding and intent remain exact
ly as they were when I signed the Lebanon 
Emergency Assistance Act: It would be my 
intention to seek Congressional authoriza
tion-as contemplated by the Act-if cir
cumstances require any substantial expan
sion in the number or role of U.S. armed 
forces in Lebanon. 

In addition, regarding the Administra
tion's intentions with respect to the 18-
month time period, I can assure you that if 
our forces are needed in Lebanon beyond 
the 18-month period, it would be my inten
tion to work together with the Congress 
with a view toward taking action on mutual
ly acceptable terms. 

Again let me thank you for your support 
for the compromise agreement. I believe its 
prompt enactment will only further improve 
the chances for the stable peace we seek in 
Lebanon. 

Sincerely, 
RONALD REAGAN. 

This letter is dated September 27, 
1983, and constitutes in my judgment 
a very welcome birthday present from 
the President of the United States. 

Mr. FORD. Will the distinguished 
floor manager of the bill answer a 
question or two? 

Mr. PERCY. Yes, of course. 
Mr. FORD. How does the Lebanon 

Emergency Assistance Act apply to 
the War Powers Act? 

Mr. PERCY. The Lebanon Assist
ance Act is an act which provides for 
economic and military assistance to 
Lebanon. Many other countries includ
ing countries from the Arab world also 
have provided assistance to Lebanon. 

We also provide for a peacekeeping 
force. The Lebanon Assistance Act 
places limitations upon the number 
and role of our forces in Lebanon. 

The War Powers Act limits the time 
when American military forces can be 
in an area when imminent hostilities 
are present unless congressional au
thorization is provided. That time
frame is 60 days from the date it is de
termined that imminent hostilities are 
present. There can be under certain 
circumstances an extension of 30 days 
on the President's own authority and 
certification. After that, authorization 
is needed. 

The relationship to the resolution 
before us is that we indicate clearly 
the presence of those forces is now in 
accordance with and subject to the 
conditions and terms of the War 
Powers Act. The President has said he 
will sign the joint resolution before us. 

This letter from the President clear
ly indicates that not only does he un
derstand the compromise resolution 
that has been worked out refers to the 
requirements of section 4(a) of the 
Lebanon Emergency Assistance Act, 
but also attempts to clarify and does 
clarify the executive branch under
standing and intention in regard to its 
implementation. He indicates that 
when he signed the Lebanon Emergen
cy Assistance Act, and he now reiter
ates and reaffirms: 

It would be my intention to seek congres
sional authorization-as contemplated by 
the act-if circumstances require any sub
stantial expansions in the number or role of 
U.S. armed forces in Lebanon. 

Mr. FORD. May I ask the chairman, 
does it anywhere in this letter say that 
the President of the United States will 
comply with the War Powers Act as 
setting out the mission of our troops 
in Lebanon, how long they will stay 
there, all these things that would trig
ger the War Powers Act? All I read 
into this is it is the Lebanon Act that 
he will comply with. And if we take 
Secretary Shultz' statement-and I 
have not heard anything yet today 
that would change that-he, in so 
many words, said that the President 
nor the administration would comply 
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with the War Powers Act or any other 
act. 

Mr. PERCY. Except for the fact 
that the President has said that he 
will sign the resolution that is before 
us, and the resolution that is before us 
specifically has reference to the War 
Powers Act. 

Mr. FORD. Does this resolution re
quire the President to submit to Con
gress the mission of our troops in Leb
anon? 

Mr. PERCY. It is my understanding 
that it does. 

Mr. FORD. How long will the Presi
dent have to submit that statement to 
Congress on the mission of our mili
tary personnel in Lebanon? 

Mr. PERCY. Very shortly after the 
troops were committed to Lebanon as 
a peacekeeping force, the administra
tion outlined the mission of those 
troops, the long-range goal of those 
troops. 

Secretary Shultz, in his testimony 
before the Foreign Relations Commit
tee, reiterated that those goals, objec
tives, and the mission of our Forces 
have not changed or been altered in 
the interim year. We have not 
achieved our end objective, but still 
the objective and goal remains the 
same. 

Mr. FORD. If I understand it, the 
hostilities now have started, and that 
triggered the War Powers Act, and 
that is far different from the mission 
of our troops 1 year ago. 

Now we are not only firing to defend 
our troops, but also, we are firing to 
support government troops. We are 
firing on the Druze. 

All these things are happening, and 
the Senator from Illinois tells me that 
the mission today is the same as it was 
1 year ago. 

Then, the Senator from Illinois also 
says that the President will shortly 
send to Congress the mission of the 
troops. I do not see that in any resolu
tion. I do not see that in the letter 
which the Senator from Illinois just 
quoted. I do not see anywhere in here 
that he says he will tell the American 
people, through the Congress of the 
United States, what the mission of our 
troops is in Lebanon. 

Can the Senator answer that? 
Mr. PERCY. I can merely answer it 

by indicating that the Secretary of 
State, on behalf of the President, has 
outlined as clearly as he could in his 
testimony, his written testimony, and 
his extemporaneous answers to a 
series of questions put to him by mem
bers of the committee, exactly what 
the mission of those forces is. 

Mr. SARBANES. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. FORD. I have one question, and 
then I will yield to the Senator from 
Maryland. 

I ask the Senator from Illinois this 
question: How long does the President 
have to send to Congress, if we pass 

the resolution that is now before the 
Senate, to outline the mission, the 
timeframe, and the total number of 
troops as triggered under the War 
Powers Act, as the Senator from Illi
nois just said he would have to do? 

Mr. PERCY. With respect to the 
mission, he has already stated what 
the mission is. 

Mr. FORD. The War Powers Act has 
not been triggered. It was triggered on 
August 29, and on August 29 our mis
sion there took a 180-degree turn. 

Mr. PERCY. This date of August 29 
was triggered by Congress. We unilat
erally decided that was the date, and 
the President has not disagreed. 

Mr. FORD. When Americans start 
spilling their blood on Lebanese soil, I 
think it is about time we declare some
thing. 

Mr. PERCY. I can read to the Sena
tor from Kentucky the letter from 
Ambassador Dillon to the Deputy 
Prime Minister and Minister of For
eign Affairs of Lebanon, dated Sep
tember 25, 1982. He said: 

AGREEMENT BETWEEN THE UNITED STATES AND 
LEBANON ON UNITED STATES PARTICIPATION 
IN A MULTINATIONAL FORCE IN BEIRUT EF
FECTED BY EXCHANGE OF NOTES AT BEIRUT 
SEPTEMBER 25, 1982, ENTERED INTO FORCE 
SEPTEMBER 25, 1982 

BEIRUT, September 25, 1982. 
His Excellency FouAD BUTRus, 
Deputy Prime Minister and Minister of For

eign Affairs, Beirut. 
YoUR ExcELLENcY: I have the honor to 

refer to Your Excellency's note of 25 Sep
tember 1982 requesting the deployment of 
an American Force to the Beirut area. I am 
pleased to inform you on behalf of my Gov
ernment that the United States is prepared 
to deploy temporarily a force of approxi
mately 1200 personnel as part of a Multina
tional Force <MNF> to establish an environ
ment which will permit the Lebanese Armed 
Forces <LAF> to carry out their responsibil
ities in the Beirut area. It is understood that 
the presence of such an American Force will 
facilitate the restoration of Lebanese Gov
ernment sovereignty and authority over the 
Beirut area, an objective which is fully 
shared by my Government, and thereby fur
ther efforts of the Government of Lebanon 
to assure the safety of persons in the area 
and bring to an end the violence which has 
tragically recurred. 

I have the further honor to inform Your 
Excellency that my Government accepts the 
terms and conditions concerning the pres
ence of the American Force in the Beirut 
area as set forth in your note, and that 
Your Excellency's note and this reply ac
cordingly constitute an agreement between 
our two Governments. 

ROBERT DILLION, 
Ambassador of the United States. 

Mr. FORD. What is the Beirut 
area-sovereignty over the Beirut 
area? I thought it was a total country. 
I thought it was the country of Leba
non. 

Mr. PERCY. I interpret the Beirut 
area as an area not strictly limited to 
the city limits of Beirut but certainly 
not as extensive as the entire country 
of Lebanon. 

Mr. SARBANES. Madam President, 
will the Senator yield? 

Mr. PERCY. I yield. 
Mr. SARBANES. Madam President, 

I think the Senator from Kentucky 
has put his finger on two very impor
tant points. 

The first is the definition of the mis
sion which is being expanded with 
each passing day. The Senator from Il
linois has just quoted an exchange of 
notes of a year ago, September 25, 
1982. But the resolution before us, by 
its own terms in the title, says that 
this resolution is to deal with remov
ing foreign forces from Lebanon, and 
the findings are to the same point in 
section 2. 

Furthermore, the Secretary stated 
over the weekend as follows, and I am 
now quoting from an article: 

Secretary of State George P. Shultz said 
yesterday that the mission of the U.S. ma
rines and other Western forces should con
tinue in Lebanon until there is stability in 
that country, which he indicated should in
clude the withdrawal of Israeli, Syrian and 
Palestine Liberation Organization forces. 

Given the chaotic situation in Lebanon, a 
senior adminstration official acknowledged, 
this could mean an indefinite commitment 
to remain there because "nobody knows if 
the Syrians will ever agree to pull out." 

Later on in the same interview, the 
Secretary of State said the following
and the Senator from Kentucky is 
right on point to be pursuing this line 
of questioning: 

Mr. Shultz also said that even if the for
eign forces are withdrawn eventually, he 
could foresee the multinational forces being 
given another mission. Instead of being sta
tioned in the Beirut area, "we've always had 
it in mind that if withdrawal of all foreign 
forces could be brought about and the Leba
nese armed forces, which we've been helping 
train, can move in and take charge in those 
areas, that the multinational force, not just 
our marines, might occupy some strategic 
positions in Lebanon." 

A senior official said that there has been 
planning for the Western forces to be sta
tioned in such key areas as the Beirut-Da
mascus highway to ensure that Syrian or 
PLO forces do not reenter Lebanon. 

Madam President, I ask unanimous 
consent that the entire article be 
printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

[From the Baltimore Sun, Sept. 25, 19831 
SHULTZ TIES WITHDRAWAL TO LEBANON'S 

STABILITY 
WASHINGTON.-Secretary of State George 

P. Shultz said yesterday that the mission of 
the U.S. marines and other Western forces 
should continue in Lebanon until there is 
stability in that country, which he indicated 
should include the withdraw! of Israeli, 
Syrian and Palestine Liberation Organiza
tion forces. 

Given the chaotic situation in Lebanon, a 
senior administration official acknowledged, 
this could mean an indefinite commitment 
to remain there because "nobody knows, if 
the Syrians will ever agree to pull out." 
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Mr. Shultz's comments, which came in an 

interview over the Cable News Network, 
were likely to cause further concern in Con
gress because, as he did when he testified 
last Wednesday before two congressional 
committees, the secretary refused to guar
antee that the marines now in Lebanon 
would be pulled out in 18 months or that 
the size of the contingent or the scope of its 
mission would be expanded. 

A resolution pending before Congress that 
President Reagan has agreed to sign is 
meant by its congressional sponsors to put 
definite limits on the role of the marines 
under the authority of the 1973 War Powers 
Act. 

When asked if he would guarant ee that 
the size of the force would not be enlarged, 
Mr. Shultz said yesterday that although 
there was no plan for an increase, he would 
not provide a "guarantee, which is a flat, 
unequivocal, never-say-never type of thing.'' 

He said in defending his refusal to give a 
pledge of no change that "you can't foresee 
what the situation may be.'' 

"And I don't want to be in the position of 
acting as though I know exactly what the 
situation will be," he said. 

At one point in the interview, the secre
tary refused to provide details on the condi
tions for pulling out the approximately 
5,500 American, British, French, and Italian 
members of the multinat ional force. But 
under questioning, he added: 

"We have to judge the situation, and we 
want to have the marines continue their 
mission, and the other multinational force 
elements continue their mission, in support
ing the emergence of stability in Lebanon. 
If we can find a situation in Lebanon that 
has stability in it, in terms of the structure 
of the government and removal of foreign 
forces, that's the objective." 

When asked if that meant it would not be 
possible to achieve "stability" without the 
removal of the foreign forces, he agreed, 
saying: "I think that if you have a country 
with, say, 75 percent or so occupied by for
eign forces, it's hard to see how the govern
ment of that country has control of it, and 
has stability." 

Mr. Shultz also said that even if the for
eign forces are withdrawn eventually, he 
could foresee the multinational forces being 
given another mission. Instead of being sta
tioned in the Beirut area, "we've always had 
it in mind that if withdrawal of all foreign 
forces could be brought about and the Leba
nese armed forces, which we've been help
ing train, can move in and take charge in 
those areas, that the multinational force, 
not just our marines, might occupy some 
strategic positions in Lebanon.'' 

A senior official said that there has been 
planning for the Western forces to be sta
tioned in such key areas as the Beirut-Da
mascus highway to ensure that Syrian or 
PLO forces do not reenter Lebanon. They 
also might be sent to port areas and other 
regions to serve as a political support to the 
Lebanese. 

U.S. officials said yesterday they were not 
certain how many foreign t roops are in Leb
anon. But one official estimated there are 
about 15,000 Israelis in southern Lebanon, 
about 40,000 Syrians in eastern and north
em Lebanon and 11,000 to 15,000 Palestini
an forces, some of them attached to the 
Syrian army and others on their own. There 
also are small numbers of Iranians and 
Libyans in support of the anti-government 
forces in Lebanon. 

Senator Charles McC. Mathias, Jr. <R. 
Md.>, when told of Mr. Shultz's comments 

yesterday, said that he felt the administra
tion was being "ungenerous" and "unre
sponsive," given the desire of Congress to be 
cooperative. But he said that although the 
administration does not want "to waive any 
of its rights," he believed that once the reso
lution limiting the time, scope and size of 
the U.S. involvement in Lebanon was passed 
and signed, the administration probably 
would be "willing to live with it.'' 

Mr. SARBANES. Madam President, 
the other point that the Senator from 
Kentucky was addressing is equally 
important, and the Senator was very 
perceptive in examining the letter 
that has come from President Reagan, 
which the chairman of the committee 
has been quoting. As he noted, the 
letter talks about not complying with 
the terms of the resolution before us 
but talks about the requirements of 
section 4<a> of the Lebanon Emergen
cy Assistance Act and says: "My un
derstanding and intent remain exactly 
as they were when I signed the Leba
non Emergency Assistance Act." 

I repeat that: "My understanding 
and intent remain exactly as they 
were when I signed the Lebanon 
Emergency Assistance Act." 

I should like to read to the Senate
because it is not attached as an adden
dum to the President's letter-what 
the President said when he signed the 
Lebanon Emergency Assistance Act of 
1983, if his intentions and understand
ing remain exactly as they were when 
he signed it. This is the statement of 
President Reagan on signing S. 639 
into law on June 27, 1983: 

I am pleased to sign into law S. 639, the 
Lebanon Emergency Assistance Act of 1983. 
This act authorizes t he appropriation of ur
gently needed economic and military assist
ance for Lebanon. The funding authorized 
by this act will greatly assist in promoting 
the economic and political stability of that 
country and support the international 
effort to strengthen a sovereign and inde
pendent Lebanon. 

Section 4<a> of the act confirms this ad
ministration's announced intention with re
spect to congressional authorization con
cerning any future substantial expansion in 
the number or role of U.S. forces in Leba
non. As indicated in its legislative history, 
that section does not prevent the initiation 
of such actions, if circumstances require it, 
while Congress is considering a request for 
statutory authorization; nor, 

And listen very carefully-
of course, is it intended to infringe upon the 
constitutional authority of the President as 
Commander in Chief, particularly with re
spect to contingencies not expected in the 
context of the multinational effort to 
strengthen the sovereignty and independ
ence of Lebanon. 

So at the very time that the Presi
dent signed the Lebanon Emergency 
Assistance Act, he reserved unto him
self the constitutional authorities of 
the President as Commander in Chief 
and stated that the act was not intend
ed to infringe upon those authorities. 

That is exactly the same assertion 
that the Secretary of State made 
under questioning before the commit-

tee with respect to the terms of the 
resolution that is before us, and the 
Senator from Kentucky absolutely cut 
right through the language of this 
letter to the essential point and that 
is, first of all, the President does not 
address really the resolution before us 
whether he will be bound by its terms, 
but in the course of saying and refer
ring to the Lebanon Emergency Assist
ance Act and stating that his under
standing and intent remain exactly as 
they were when he signed the Leba
non Emergency Assist ance Act, these 
are words of art and what they are in
tended to refer to is this statement 
made by the President on June 27, 
1983, when he signed the Lebanon 
Emergency Assistance Act and in my 
judgment in particular are meant to 
reserve out the provisions, "nor, of 
course, is inten ded to infringe upon 
the constitutional authority of the 
President as Commander in Chief," 
the very assertion that administration 
spokesmen have made with respect to 
t he terms of t his resolution. They re
served that authority at the time they 
signed the act and the reference here 
to the act is not understandable unless 
one goes back and sees what it was the 
President said at the time that he 
signed the act. 

I commend the Senator from Ken
tucky for his perceptive questioning of 
the chairman of the committee. 

Mr. FORD. Mr. President, I thank 
the distinguished Senator from Mary
land for supporting my view and I 
think I have made my point, and I 
wish to try in my feeble way to just 
say how I feel and how I hope I reflect 
the feeling of the people I represent. 

This discussion that we are having 
as it relates to the War Powers Act is 
the only way my people or the Ameri
can people have of saying that, "No, 
we do not want our troops in Lebanon 
any longer than t hey have to be unless 
the President sets out a clear course 
and we understand that course," and 
we should have a course for this coun
try before we commit the blood of our 
young to be lost on foreign soil. 

There is a mot ion beginning a wave 
out there that this body had better 
pay attention to. We find we are sup
porting a government in El Salvador, 
the rebels in Nicaragua, and I read the 
story the other day about Honduras. 
Two officers who served in Vietnam 
said the only difference in Honduras 
and Vietnam is Spanish. The monkeys 
even wake them up chattering in the 
morning the same as Vietnam. 

Chad, Lebanon-where are we 
headed? It is time that we had the 
great debate if that is what is neces
sary so that we can understand. 

There is a responsibility of the Presi
dent t o set out our mission. That is 
the No. 1 priority, and the people of 
this country should be committed 
before we commit our troops. 
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I hope that we can find some nomen

clature whereby we can extend a mite 
the ability to debate. What is the total 
military policy? Let us start out with 
the policy in Lebanon. 

I hope, I hope, that the Lord can 
give us strength, the courage, and the 
ability to make the right decision. 

I learned a long time ago in entering 
the political field that you have to be 
willing to be hated, and they are out 
there and I understand that and I am 
not afraid to be disliked as long as I 
can do what I think will save this 
country, that will bring international 
peace but basically we know where we 
are going and why. 

Today we do not have that direction. 
No one in authority has laid it out 
where all could understand. 

I would say to the chairman if it is 
his understanding that the President 
must send to this Senate and to this 
Congress the mission of American 
troops as passing this resolution he 
had better amend it so that everyone 
will understand it the same way he 
does, because when you read this 
letter, this letter does not substantiate 
the War Powers Act one iota. 

You can read it in and I am not a 
word merchant, I am not a lawyer as 
many are standing around on the 
Senate floor, getting ready to take me 
on. All I come with, as a man said, 
armed with a silver tongue and the 
truth, and the truth out there is I do 
not believe our people want us in Leb
anon unless we have a policy, a mis
sion, and a goal and we have it spelled 
out for us. 

We do not have that. We have a lot 
of things that say we are not going to 
pay any attention to it if it is not our 
will and this does not support the War 
Powers Act, not in my opinion. 

You can find words that said, oh, 
you can play on them but you can also 
play the tune the other way after we 
pass it. 

I yield the floor. 
Mr. SARBANES. Mr. President, will 

the Senator yield? 
Mr. FORD. I yield. 
Mr. SARBANES. Mr. President, I 

ask unanimous consent--
Mr. PERCY. Mr. President, who has 

the floor? 
Mr. SARBANES. This is a very im

portant point. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER <Mr. 

NICKLES). The Senator from Illinois 
has the floor. 

Mr. PERCY. I am happy to yield for 
a question. 

Mr. SARBANES. I wanted to make a 
unanimous-consent request to include 
some material in the RECORD. 

Mr. PERCY. Yes. 
Mr. SARBANES. Has the Senator 

included the letter from the President 
in the RECORD? 

Mr. PERCY. Yes, that has been in
cluded in the RECORD. 

Mr. SARBANES. Mr. President, al
though I know it is repetitious, I think 
it is important to have the letter from 
the President of September 27, 1983, 
juxtaposed with the statement which 
the President made when he signed 
the Lebanon Emergency Assistance 
Act into law because he makes refer
ence to this in paragraph 2 of his 
letter and says in this letter Chairman 
PERcY has just received. "My under
standing and intent remain exactly as 
they were when I signed the Lebanon 
Emergency Assistance Act." 

Of course, when he signed that act, 
he made it very clear that the act was 
not, and I quote, "nor, of course, is it 
intended to infringe upon the consti
tutional authority of the President as 
Commander in Chief." 

So he was reserving his authority as 
Commander in Chief, and this letter 
which we have just received encom
passes that, although in a very indi
rect way. One needs to go and look at 
the statement. So I ask unanimous 
consent that the President's letter and 
his statement of June 27, 1983, on 
signing the Lebanon Emergency As
sistance Act of 1983, be printed in the 
RECORD at this point. 

There being no objection, the letter 
was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

THE WHITE HOUSE, 
Washington, D.C., September 27, 1983. 

Hon. CHARLES H. PERcY, 
Chairman, Committee on Foreign Relations, 

U.S. Senate, Washington, D. C. 
DEAR CHUcK: I know you were as gratified 

as I with Sunday's announcement of a cease 
fire in Lebanon. While there were many 
things that contributed to the cease fire, it 
is my belief that your agreement to advance 
the compromise resolution on war powers
and the favorable action by the Foreign Af
fairs and Foreign Relations Committees
were paticularly important. At a crucial 
point, your agreement and the supporting 
committee actions expressed a commitment 
to bipartisanship in U.S. foreign policy. 
Pleace accept my thanks. 

Let me also take this opportunity to clari
fy an issue with respect to the interpreta
tion of the compromise resolution. The com
promise resolution refers to the require
ments of section 4<a> of the Lebanon Emer
gency Assistance Act: I gather that a ques
tion has arised as to the Executive Branch's 
understanding and intention in this regard. 
My understanding and intent remain exact
ly as they were when I signed the Lebanon 
Emergency Assistance Act: It would be my 
intention to seek Congressional authoriza
tion-as contemplated by the Act-if cir
cumstances require any substantial expan
sion in the number or role of U.S. armed 
forces in Lebanon. 

In addition, regarding the Administra
tion's intentions with respect to the 18-
month time period, I can assure you that if 
our forces are needed in Lebanon beyond 
the 18-month period, it would be my inten
tion to work together with the Congress 
with a view toward taking action on mutual
ly acceptable terms. 

Again let me thank you for your support 
for the compromise agreement. I believe its 
prompt enactment will only further improve 

the chances for the stable peace we seek in 
Lebanon. 

Sincerely, 
RONALD REAGAN. 

PRESIDENT REAGAN'S STATEMENT IN SIGNING 
THE LEBANON EMERGENCY AsSISTANCE ACT 

STATEMENT ON SIGNING S. 639 INTO LAW, JUNE 
27, 1983 

I am pleased to sign into law S. 639, the 
Lebanon Emergency Assistance Act of 1983. 
This act authorizes the appropriation of ur
gently needed economic and military assist
ance for Lebanon. The funding authorized 
by this act will greatly assist in promoting 
the economic and political stability of that 
country and support the international 
effort to strengthen a sovereign and inde
pendent Lebanon. 

Section 4(a) of the act confirms this ad
ministration's announced intention with re
spect to congressional authorization con
cerning any future substantial expansion in 
the number or role of U.S. forces in Leba
non. As indicated in its legislative history 
that section does not prevent the initiation 
of such actions, if circumstances require it 
while Congress is considering a request for 
statutory authorization; nor, of course, is it 
intended to infringe upon the constitutional 
authority of the President as Commander in 
Chief, particularly with respect to contin
gencies not expected in the context of the 
multinational effort to strengthen the sov
ereignty and independence of Lebanon. 

Mr. SARBANES. Mr. President, I 
also want to note because the chair
man may want to respond that on the 
top of the page of the President's 
letter with respect to the 18-month 
time period he does not state there 
that the period in the resolution 
before us is an authorization and that 
he would then have to seek a further 
authorization from Congress if he 
wishes to maintain the troops. In fact, 
that language is very careful. It says, 
"I can assure you that if our forces are 
needed in Lebanon beyond the 18-
month period, it would be my inten
tion to work together with the Con
gress with a view toward taking action 
on mutually acceptable terms." 
If the War Powers Act applied, if he 

was applying the War Powers Act, 
what he would say is, of course, at . the 
end of the time period stipulated in 
the act, whatever that might be, he 
would recognize that he would have to 
come back to Congress to obtain a fur
ther authorization. 

That is not what the President has 
said; therefore, I think it is important 
that this perspective be kept in mind 
when viewing the letter we have just 
received. 

Mr. President, finally, the chairman, 
in the majority report of the commit
tee, has quoted a statement by Sena
tor Javits, submitted to the committee 
on September 22, 1983. The quotation 
contained in the report is correct, but 
it encompasses only the first para
graph of Senator Javits' statement 
made to the committee. That is to be 
found on pages 14 and 15 of the com
mittee report, and I think the subse
quent two paragraphs of Senator 
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Javits' statement are also important 
and I therefore ask unanimous con
sent that the entire statement submit
ted by Senator Javits to the committee 
be printed at this point in the RECORD. 

I urge those who have noted the 
quotation from it in the report also to 
take note of the other two paragraphs 
that Senator Javits provided to the 
committee with his views on the cur
rent situation. 

There being no objection, the state
ment was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

STATEMENT BY SENATOR JAVITS, SEPTEMBER 
22, 1983 

The Administration and the Congress 
have each gained a major point in the pro
posed compromise on the War Powers Reso
lution. Congress has established the propo
sition that it may set the clock running 
under the resolution even if the President 
does not trigger it by giving the appropriate 
notice under the proper section of the reso
lution when U.S. troops are deployed abroad 
into hostilities or the imminent threat of 
them. The President has gained the point 
that for the situation in Lebanon the au
thority Congress gives him to continue their 
involvement must be by joint not concur
rent resolution, thereby, requiring the 
President's signature. This compromise 
avoids a constitutional crisis at this junc
ture. Though it may not settle the issue, it 
is an important step along the way. 

The length of the time which is covered, 
18 months, within which time the President 
in effect continues his exculsive control over 
the incidence of "war" notwithstanding the 
exclusive grant of power to declare war to 
the Congress under Article 1, Section 8 of 
the Constitution, is excessive in so perplex
ing a situation, such as Lebanon, and disap
pointing, but there are some countervailing 
elements in the other terms of the compro
mise. The Congress may <again by joint not 
concurrent resolution> direct a sooner with
drawal of the Marines and the Marines con
tinue in Lebanon only as part of a multina
tional force and in their present numbers. 

The political question will still remain 
before the country as to the exclusivity of 
the power of Congress to deal with war. I 
believe the force of public opinion would 
back the Congress and heavily influence the 
President's decision whether or not to veto 
any such joint resolution for the earlier 
withdrawal of the Marines or would sustain 
the Congress in an override or in acting by 
concurrent resolution. The constitutional 
issue is and will continue to be very much 
the question until the division of these 
powers as defined by the Constitution is fi
nally accepted. 

Mr. PERCY. Mr. President, I should 
like to first of all thank both of my 
colleagues, the distinguished Senator 
from Maryland, a member of our For
eign Relations Committee, and a very 
valued member, and the distinguished 
Senator from Kentucky for the collo
quy that we have had this afternoon. I 
think the work of the Senator from 
Maryland in the committee has been 
of great value in helping us to find ex
actly what the intention of the Con
gress is. I think it has helped elicit 
from the administration clarifying 
statements that add to the record ma
terially. 

Taking the report of September 26 
issued by the Committee on Foreign 
Relations to the Senate, incorporating 
minority and supplemental views, Cal
endar No. 405, I ask unanimous con
sent to have printed in the RECORD at 
this point, the section beginning on 
page 13 with the sentence "that provi
sion was adopted after very careful de
liberation by this committee and on 
the basis of very clear assurances by 
the Reagan administration that it 
would seek authorization for that pur
pose," through the middle of page 14, 
a letter from Deputy Secretary Ken
neth Dam. 

There being no objection, the mate
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

That provision was adopted after very 
careful deliberation by this Committee and 
on the basis of very clear assurance by the 
Reagan Administration that it would seek 
an authorization for that purpose. However, 
it is true, as the legislative history of this 
provision clearly reveals, that Congress did 
not insist upon specific prior authorization 
for any such expansion in numbers or role. 
The issue of prior authorization was a prin
cipal subject of discussion in the Committee 
and on the House side. The Administration 
strongly opposed any such requirement and, 
in the end, the Congress did not insist upon 
it. The following statement by Congressman 
Hamilton during the final debate on June 1 
on a House-Senate compromise version of 
the bill, described the congressional inter
pretation of this provision: 

The requirement for congressional au
thorization is not meant to impede the per
formance of the limited functions currently 
being performed by the U.S. Marines in 
Beirut or to interfere with their ability to 
defend themselves if attacked. However, any 
decision to expand significantly the role in 
Lebanon of United States Armed Forces 
would require statutory authorization. 

If possible, the President should obtain 
authorization from the Congress before any 
significant change is made in the size or role 
of the U.S. forces in Lebanon. The Congress 
is aware, however, that in order to promote 
peace within Lebanon and fulfill interna
tional commitments, the deployment of a 
new or expanded peacekeeping force involv
ing U.S. forces might be necessary prior to 
final passage of congressional authorization. 
However, congressional action should be ob
tained at the earliest possible time. In any 
case, the Congress expects full consultations 
by the executive branch with the Congress 
in a timely fashion should any change be 
contemplated in the size or role of U.S. 
forces in Lebanon, including any change in 
conjunction with the creation of a new 
peacekeeping force. 

In its own final deliberations on this pro
vision, the Committee acted on the basis of 
assurances contained in an April 20 letter 
from Deputy Secretary of State Kenneth 
Dam: 

THE DEPUTY SECRETARY OF STATE, 
Washington, D.C., April20, 1983. 

Hon. CHARLEs H. PERcY, 
Chairman, Committee on Foreign Relations, 
U.S. Senate. 

DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: I understand that 
the House Foreign Affairs Committee has 
adopted an amendment to the Lebanon sup
plemental which provides that the Presi
dent shall obtain statutory authorization 
from the Congress with respect to the intro-

duction of U.S. Armed Forces into Lebanon 
in conjunction with agreements for the 
withdrawal of foreign forces and the cre
ation of a new multinational force. I under
stand that this language was deliberately 
drafted so as not to interfere with the Presi
dent's ability to begin such an introduction, 
if circumstances urgently require it, while 
Congress is considering his request for stat
utory authorization. 

Under these circumstances, the HFAC 
amendment correctly described what this 
administration intends to do, is consistent 
with what we have done in comparable situ
ations in the past <such as the Sinai Multi
national Force), and is therefore acceptable 
to us. It is our intention to seek authorization 
from Congress as soon as possible following 
the completion of the ongoing negotiations, 
and we trust that Congress and the executive 
branch would then work expeditiously to
gether with the objective of obtaining such 
authorization, if at all possible, prior to such 
new deployments. 

I strongly hope that your committee will 
not find it necessary to deal with this ques
tion in the context of section 4(a)(l) of the 
war powers resolution. It would be highly 
premature and unwise, and potentially dam
aging to the integrity of the resolution, for 
Congress to prejudge the possible applica
bility of that section to future arrangements 
which have not yet been negotiated and 
future circumstances which cannot yet be 
predicted. Such an action, which would 
amount to a public finding that U.S. forces 
will be exposed to an imminent risk of in
volvement in hostilities, is in no way a fore
gone conclusion, and could give entirely the 
wrong public impression as to what results 
these negotiations are intended to produce. 
Surely it would be far preferable for Con
gress to reserve judgment on this matter <as 
we will) until it can evaluate the circum
stances as they develop, knowing that the 
provisions of the war powers resolution will, 
of course, remain available. 

I appreciate this opportunity to comment 
on your committee's work, and hope that we 
can arrive at a result which accommodates 
our mutual interests in this matter. 

Sincerely, 
KENNETH W. DAM. 

The Committee expects that the commit
ments made the Administration on this 
point will be kept. 

Mr. PERCY. I would merely like to 
ask my distinguished colleague from 
Kentucky one question. There has 
been a dramatic change since that 
cease-fire came into effect. Just as in 
every cease-fire, even the one that was 
a fairly successful one from July 1981 
to June 1982 between Lebanon and 
Israel, could fail to hold. All sides do 
seem to agree today that the cease-fire 
is holding with a few exceptions. And 
it is totally different than the situa
tion just a few days ago. The Beirut 
Airport is expected to reopen for some 
traffic this Thursday, and that is a 
forward step. 

My question to my distinguished col
league is: Would the Senator really 
insist or suggest that boundary lines 
be drawn around our U.S. peacekeep
ing force in Lebanon today? Clearly, 
the area of operation of our forces is 
defined as the Beirut area, which does 
not extend to the borders of Syria or 

' 
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the borders of Israel. It is a confined 
area that those troops are directed to 
stay in and that they have actually 
stayed in. 

Does the Senator feel that we 
should clearly define border lines over 
which those troops cannot go? And 
does he feel that would be in the secu
rity interests of those t oops and 
would it be in the interests of the 
peacekeeping mission of the United 
States, Italy, the United Kingdom, and 
the forces of France? 

Mr. FORD. I say to my distin
guished colleague that it is very diffi
cult to answer his question when we 
do not know what the circumstance is. 
It has never been clearly delineated to 
the Congress. The President of the 
United States has never told us
maybe he has told the Senator pri
vately, but he has never told anyone 
publicly-what the mission in Lebanon 
is. The Senator drew the line around 
Beirut, I did not. 

We hear that it is to return a stable 
government to all of Lebanon and to 
get all of the troops out of there. But 
that is what we hear, that is not what 
we have laid out to us here in Con
gress as the mission. 

Let me turn it around and ask the 
distinguished chairman if he looks at 
the last line of the first page of the 
"Dear Chuck" letter, what if circum
stances change and require any sub
stantial expansion? What is substan
tial expansion? What is the number? 
What is the role? 

Well, we have never set out a role 
yet. We have never had a mission de
fined for us. I do not know what a sub
stantial increase of troops is as it re
lates to this letter; the number of 
troops, the change in the role. 

When they were there a year ago
we have had two occasions to send 
troops, now I think we have three: 
one, to escort the PLO out; two, to go 
in as a peacekeeping force, part of one; 
and now in hostilities. 

Well, when the commander of the 
area signs the authorization that the 
troops there will get hazardous-duty 
pay, that was not when they first went 
in, it was after they started hostilities. 
So now they get hazardous-duty pay. 
That indicates to me that the War 
Powers Act was triggered. 

So the Senator asks hypothetical 
questions: I ask hypothetical ques
tions; All we want the President of the 
United States to do is lay out clearly 
what the mission is. Then when we 
know what the mission is, we can sup
port him. 

The Senator never answered my 
question. How long after, if this reso
lution is passed, when the President 
will have to report all of these things 
under the War Powers Act that the 
Senator says he will have to comply 
with? 

Mr. PERCY. It has been very clearly 
outlined that the President will report 

every 3 months to the Congress as to 
what is being done. 

Mr. FORD. When do we get the first 
report? 

Mr. PERCY. Now what I would like 
to do, because my distinguished col
league from Pennsylvania has been pa
tiently waiting for one-half hour to 
have a short colloquy, I would like to 
briefly answer my distinguished col
league from Kentucky and then yield 
to the Senator from Pennsylvania for 
such time as he might need to carry 
on an additional colloquy. 

I would like to say, in concluding 
this section of our discussion, both of 
us have been writing and reading legis
lation for many, many years. One does 
not determine the authorities granted 
or recognized in legislation by reading 
the title of a bill or by reading the 
policy section, as I have discussed with 
Senator SARBANES, both of which are 
generally assumed to contain large 
portions of generalities, and some
times even hopefulness. 

The authorization provided in this 
resolution we have before the Senate 
now is clearly in sections 3 and 6. It is 
a limited authorization. 

Now, let me read from section 3. The 
title is "Authorization for continued 
participation of U.S. Armed Forces in 
a multinational force in Lebanon." 
But the authority is in these words: 

SEc. 3. The President is authorized, for 
purposes of section 5<b> of the War Powers 
Resolution, to continue participation by 
United States Armed Forces in the Multina
tional Force in Lebanon, subject to the pro
visions of section 6 of this joint resolution. 
Such participation shall be limited to per
formance of the functions, and shall be sub
ject to the limitations, specified in the 
agreement establishing the Multinational 
Force in Lebanon as set forth in the ·ex
change of letters between the Governments 
of the United States and Lebanon dated 
September 25, 1982, except that this shall 
not preclude such protective measures as 
may be necessary to ensure the safety of the 
Multinational Force in Lebanon. 

Clearly, the authorization is given 
the President, as Commander in Chief, 
to insure the safety of the multina
tional forces in Lebanon. Any com
mander in chief would want that au
thority. Any Congress would give the 
President that kind of authority once 
they have committed forces into an 
area of imminent hostilities. 

Section 6 is entitled "Duration of au
thorization for United States partici
pation in the Multinational Force in 
Labanon." 

SEc. 6. The participation of United States 
Armed Forces in the Multinational Force in 
Lebanon shall be authorized for purposes of 
the War Powers Resolution until the end of 
the eighteen-month period beginning on the 
date of enactement of this resolution unless 
the Congress extends such authorization, 
except that such authorization shall termi
nate sooner upon the occurrence of any one 
of the following: 

And then there are three conditions 
under which authorization shall termi-

nate sooner because of their enact
ment. 

I ask unanimous consent that those 
three provisions be printed in the 
RECORD. 

There being no objection, the condi
tions were ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

<1> The withdrawal of all foreign forces 
from Lebanon, unless the President deter
mines and certifies to the Congress that 
continued United States Armed Forces par
ticipation in the Multinational Force in Leb
anon is required after such withdrawal in 
order to accomplish the purposes specified 
in the September 25, 1982, exchange of let
ters providing for the establishment of the 
Multinational Force in Lebanon; or 

(2) The assumption by the United Nations 
or the Government of Lebanon of the re
sponsibilities of the Multinational Force in 
Lebanon; or 

<3> The implementation of other effective 
security arrangements in the area. 
·Mr. PERCY. I will conclude by read

ing the first part, section 7(a), "Inter
pretation of this resolution." 

SEc. 7. <a> Nothing in this joint resolution 
shall preclude the President from withdraw
ing United States Armed Forces participa
tion in the Multinational Force in Lebanon 
if circumstances warrant, and nothing in 
this joint resolution shall preclude the Con
gress by joint resolution from directing such 
a withdrawal. 

So, at any time circumstances 
change in Lebanon, one way or an
other, that have an effect, adverse or 
favorable, to our presence in that 
country, the President on his own au
thority can withdraw them or the 
Congress by joint resolution can direct 
the President to withdraw them. 

At this time, I am pleased to yield 
now for such colloquy as the distin
guished Senator from Pennsylvania 
would wish to carry on. I regret very 
much indeed that he has been delayed 
a half hour after the time I told him 
he could have the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Pennsylvania. 

Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, I 
thank the distinguished chairman of 
the Foreign Relations Committee. I 
understand the difficulties of timing 
in the management of this very impor
tant resolution. 

As we approach the Senate vote on 
the pending resolution, two central 
considerations must be addressed: 
First, the authority of the President 
and the Congress under the Constitu
tion and the War Powers Act to decide 
the scope of any U.S. military commit
ment in Lebanon; second, the wisdom 
of continuing the deployment of U.S. 
military forces as part of a multina
tional unit in Lebanon. 

In my judgment, it was highly desir
able for the President to agree with 
congressional leadership on the appli
cability of the War Powers Act. While 
the President has extensive authority 
as Commander in Chief under article 
II of the Constitution, article I vests in 
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the Congress the responsibility to de
clare war and raise money for the 
Army and the Navy. Through exten
sive hostilities which have become un
declared wars in the past, we have 
seen congressional authority substan
tially diluted. 

To correct that imbalance and to 
define further congressional author
ity, the War Powers Act was enacted. 
Given the deaths and casualties of 
U.S . . military personnel in Lebanon 
and the escalated involvement of air 
and naval power, there is little doubt 
in my judgment that the operative 
definition of the War Powers Act was 
present so as to trigger congressional 
involvement. 

Protracted conflict between the Con
gress under article I and the President 
under article II could severely damage 
our national interest. There is hardly 
time for the Federal courts to exercise 
their article III powers to resolve the 
dispute. The compromise, which ac
cords a significant congressional role, 
was sound. 

Our experience demonstrates the 
wisdom of the Founding Fathers in 
vesting in the Congress the ultimate 
authority to declare war. We learned 
in Vietnam, and before, that the 
United States could not engage in ex
tensive military operations without 
substantial public support. Vietnam 
demonstrated that a military oper
ation cannot be successfully conducted 
on a limited basis; and a military oper
ation on a limited basis cannot be suc
cessfully fought without widespread 
public support. 

The Congress, as our Founding Fa
thers understood, is much closer to 
the people and reflects and under
stands public sentiment better than 
the more removed executive branch. It 
is not only the obligation of Members 
of the House of Representatives to run 
for election every 2 years which keeps 
the Congress closer to the people than 
the President can possibly be. The pat
tern has developed at recesses, and for 
that matter frequently on weekends, 
for Senators and Representatives to 
return to their States and districts to 
sample public opinion. During the past 
45 days, for example, I have held open 
house public meetings in Pennsylvania 
in Gettysburg, Chambersburg, Altoo
na, Johnstown, Greensburg, Monroe
ville, Butler, Mercer, Erie, York, Allen
town, Wilkes-Barre, Scranton, Media, 
West Chester, Norristown, and Doyles
town. 

There is no more important function 
for the U.S. Government than the pro
tection and security for our people. 
The first and most fundamental 
reason for the founding of the Federal 
Government was to defend the United 
States from foreign danger. On that 
central issue, the separation of powers 
between the President and the Con
gress is most fundamental; and that 

separation of power has been pre
served by the War Powers Act. 

The substantive issue of deployment 
of U.S. forces in Lebanon is, in my 
judgment, more difficult than the ap
propriate allocation of power between 
the President and Congress 

While the Congress was not formally 
consulted, there was much more 
reason to support the multinational 
force for peacekeeping than to ap
prove the President's decision to uti
lize land, sea, and airpower in an ex
panding Lebanon conflict. 

The multinational aspect was, in 
itself, highly desirable. On too many 
occasions, the United States has had 
to assume worldwide responsibility, 
which should have been shared J:>y 
other nations. The precedent of a mul
tinational force is excellent and should 
be expanded to include more nations 
whose forces might be available to 
maintain the peace in other areas of 
the world. 

The objective of peacekeeping was 
sharply challenged by the eruption of 
fighting in Lebanon which constituted 
the recurrence of the civil war which 
has plagued that nation since 1974. 
The marines in Lebanon were placed 
in an untenable situation which was 
strongly reminiscent of the role of 
U.S. fighting forces in Vietnam. Nei
ther their purpose nor their authoriza
tion was to fight to win. There was no 
peace left to keep. From Vietnam, we 
learned the bitter lesson of the futility 
of passive military action which is not 
aggressively directed toward victory. 

In my judgment, it is indispensable 
that the United States maintains the 
psychology that a deployment of 
forces, like multinational peacekeep
ers, is not irrevocable. If we are not to 
maintain a frame of mind that we can 
have a variety of options, including 
withdrawal, then it is even more diffi
cult to have the initial entry. 

The issue was succinctly articulated 
by Mr. Tim Thomas of North Hun
tingdon, Pa., who wrote to me: 

What is their <the peace-keeping forces) 
purpose in Beirut? They certainly aren't 
keeping the peace. I really don't understand 
the political reasons for our being there. 

Mr. Thomas is correct in suggesting 
that without a peace to keep, there is 
no function for a peacekeeper. Unless 
our objective is redefined to expand 
our activity to fight to win a Lebanese 
civil war, then there is no operative 
policy for staying in Lebanon. There 
has been no serious suggestion that 
the United States or the multinational 
force should alter its objective to 
fighting aggressively to win the Leba
nese civil war. 

This issue may have been resolved 
by the recent cease-fire arrangement. 
So long as the cease-fire remains in 
effect, there is a peace to keep. 

The potentiality for sudden change 
in the situation in Lebanon requires 
the Congress to address its commit-

ment in the light of the possibility of a 
change in circumstances. While we all 
hope that the cease fire will be main
tained, we could rapidly be confronted 
with an eruption of hostilities which 
would require a redefinition of the 
purpose of the multinational force. 

When Secretary Shultz testified 
before the House of Representatives, 
he refused to put a limit on the ma
rines' mission in Lebanon, notwith
standing the language of authoriza
tion for a stay of 18 months. Just as 
the executive is unwilling to cast a 
commitment in concrete because of 
the unpredictability of future develop
ments, so too the Congress must be 
very careful on a commitment which is 
applicable to peacekeeping or a limited 
use of force while reserving congres
sional approval for a broader applica
tion of force which may be tanta
mount to a declaration of war. The 
Congress must be careful not to de
clare war by implication. 

Accordingly, our authorization to 
the President must be tailored to the 
existing circumstances with a careful 
reservation. That we are not commit
ting to expanded use of force which 
may be tantamount to an indirect au
thorization for a declaration of war. 

Mr. President, my concern relates to 
the factor of a change in circum
stance. The issue of approving Presi
dential action in placing the marines 
in Lebanon as a peacekeeping force is 
very different from approving expand
ed hostilities which may come into 
play there. Certainly, when the Presi
dent placed the peacekeeping force 
there approximately a year ago, it was 
a salutary move which had a deterrent 
effect on war activities and the contin
gent might have used some minimal 
force to keep the peace. But when sub
stantial hostilities broke out in the 
course of the last several weeks, when 
the marine contingent was supported 
by airpower and by naval power and 
the battleship was moved into range 
with its 18-inch guns and their capac
ity to hurl 1-ton projectiles, then that 
situation changed materially. 

The advent of the current cease-fire 
is a very gratifying development which 
greatly strengthens the President's po
sition and the consideration of this 
resolution today or for so long as there 
is a peace there to keep. The concern 
that I have, however-whether the 
period of time is 6 months or 18 
months or 6 days or 18 days-is wheth
er there may be a substantial change 
in the present circumstances and the 
President may commit substantial ad
ditional force to the area and the 
action of the Congress in approving 
this resolution may, in effect turn out 
to be a declaration of war by implica
tion. 

We are being called on here to give 
our approval to what the President 
has done. It may well be, however, 
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that our efforts to invoke the War 
Powers Act will have an effect con
trary to that which was intended by 
Congress. 

Congress enacted the War Powers 
Act to impose some restraint on the 
President's actually engaging in hostil
ities which might equally well be de
fined as war without congressional au
thorization as required by the Consti
tution, which provides that only Con
gress has the authority to declare war. 
I am concerned that passing this reso
lution may give rise to an understand
ing that Congress has consented to 
Presidential action which may later be 
expanded and thus may constitute a 
declaration of war by implication. 

I read the President's language in 
his letter of September 27, where he 
states: 

It would be my intention to seek congres
sional authorization as contemplated by the 
act, if circumstances require any substantial 
expansion in the number and role of U.S. 
Armed Forces in Lebanon. 

Who is to define where there is "sub
stantial expansion"? The President did 
not deem it necessary to invoke the 
War Powers Act in placing the ma
rines in Lebanon. He did not deem it 
necessary to invoke the War Powers 
Act in ordering air cover. He did not 
deem it necessary to invoke the War 
Powers Act in ordering naval support. 
Who is there to say that the President 
will deem it necessary to invoke the 
War Powers Act in a change of circum
stances? Who is to define what consti
tutes a "substantial expansion in the 
number or role of the U.S. Armed 
Forces in Lebanon"? 

That is why, earlier today, I infor
mally asked the distinguished chair
man of the Committee on Foreign Re
lations and why I ask him now, what 
happens when the scope of the activi
ty is no longer peacekeeping? Where it 
is peacekeeping, it is easy to say what 
Congress has authorized. But if the 
situation escalates and there is per
haps a deployment of additional ma
rines, perhaps additional use of air 
power, perhaps additional use of naval 
force, so that there is a realistic equiv
alent of war, what will the construc
tion be of our passage of this resolu
tion? Do we not face the real risk of 
having our action interpreted as a del
egation of authority by the Congress 
to the President to make war? 

When the distinguished chairman 
and I had a conversation before, we 
talked about delegating the power to 
declare war. Well, the President will 
not declare war, but he may make war, 
which is really more serious than de
claring war. To make war is to carry 
the act out rather than to state the in
tention. I have grave concern that 
when we pass-if we pass, assuming we 
pass-the war powers resolution, we 
may be, in effect, be delegating to the 
President the authority to make war 
and that, by passing this resolution, 

we may in effect, be declaring war by 
implication. 

Mr. PERCY. Mr. President, I thank 
my colleague for his incisive question. 
Again, I think he will add materially 
to public understanding of what we 
are attempting to accomplish by pas
sage of the resolution that is before 
us. 

What we are doing is taking two 
things into account. Probably the best 
way to prevent war is to have a strong 
defense establishment and a strong de
fense presence so that we prevent war. 
What we have are American forces in 
Lebanon at this time that are in a 
peacekeeping force. Their essential 
purpose is to maintain peace and bring 
about conditions for peace in that 
area. In reading the President's letter 
and his analysis, in talking to top ad
ministrative officials, in talking with 
the Commandant of the Marine Corps, 
in talking with foreign diplomats-and 
we have one of them right here now, 
the Ambassador from Lebanon, meet
ing with our colleagues, it is clear our 
forces are necessary for peace. Cer
tainly, from the editorials I have seen, 
analyses by journalists who are in Leb
anon today and have seen the effect of 
the cease-fire, there is no doubt in the 
mind of the Senator from Illinois that 
the very fact that the House commit
tee by a vote of 30 to 6 and the Senate 
Foreign Relations Committee by a 
closer vote, reported out this resolu
tion, we have contributed immensely 
to providing an incentive for all par
ties in Lebanon. 

Recognizing that American forces 
are not going to cut and run, they are 
not going to walk away from their re
sponsibilities, recognizing that Leba
non and the Middle East are areas of 
the world essential to the national se
curity interests of the United States of 
America as well as our economic inter
ests, I do not think we would have had 
a cease-fire, nor do a lot of other in
formed people believe we would have 
had a cease-fire if we had in any way 
indicated and sent signals to that part 
of the world that we were just getting 
tired, we did not want to assume our 
responsibilities, and we would not par
ticipate actively in that peacekeeping 
force. 

I talked to those marines out there 
when they arrived. I was on holiday at 
the time, but I got out to Beirut very 
quickly because I felt the President 
and Congress ought to be a part of 
this operation, to welcome those ma
rines and welcome the Italian and 
French peacekeeping forces as well. I 
think we have sent a clear signal that 
brought about a cease-fire that has 
stopped the slaughter, stopped the 
rocketing, stopped the machine gun 
fire. I do not know how long it is going 
to last, but the last one lasted many, 
many months and saved thousands of 
lives. I am hopeful we are now going 
to move forward. 

Mr. THURMOND. Will the distin
guished Senator yield? 

Mr. PERCY. I shall be happy to 
yield to the distinguished Senator 
from South Carolina. 

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, I 
have been in a conference with the 
distinguished Ambassador from Leba
non. He made the statement that he 
was confident that we were able to 
obtain the cease-fire because of the 
show of force the United States has 
made in Lebanon. He is very con
cerned about the situation, and he 
thinks that the United States has ren
dered a great service to preserving 
peace in that part of the world by 
having the marines there. Of course, it 
is their hope that this resolution now 
pending will be passed and that this 
matter will give the President the 
right to keep them there for 18 
months. 

I just thought I would say that is his 
clear opinion. I have just talked with 
him. He is in conference now with a 
number of Senators. I felt that might 
be of some interest to my colleagues. 

Mr. PERCY. Mr. President, I appre
ciate that intervention. It is a valuable 
contribution. I deeply regret, once 
again, that all of us cannot be in the 
meeting with the Lebanese Ambassa
dor at this particular time, but it is im
portant, because of the limited time 
we have, that we continue this debate. 

Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, if I 
may follow up with another question. 

I do not disagree with anything the 
Senator has asserted. The presence of 
our forces and the multinational force 
has been helpful in bringing about the 
cease-fire. I recall when the chairman 
made a trip to Lebanon, and I was 
there a few days after him, on Septem
ber 10, 1982, the day when the peace
keeping force withdrew, only later to 
return. 

Under the current situation, since 
there is peace there, great justification 
exists for having a peacekeeping force. 
But I ask the distinguished chairman 
of the Foreign Relations Committee, 
as a matter of definition, when does 
"peacekeeping" change to "warmak
ing"? 

Where you have 1,400 marines in op
eration and a total of somewhere be
tween 5,000 and 6,000 soldiers of the 
multinational force and the Lebanese 
are firing at those 5,000 to 6,000 men 
and are killing a number of them and 
wounding many more-five U.S. ma
rines killed and more than two dozen 
wounded, and additional casualties to 
other members of the multinational 
force-and you have the multinational 
force firing back, you have support 
from air, you have support from the 
Navy, at what point does "peacekeep
ing" shift to "warmaking"? When is 
there a war that has not been declared 
by the Congress under its exclusive 
constitutional responsibility? 
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Mr. PERCY. The Senator goes right 

to the heart of the very matter that 
caused me to introduce into the 
Senate the original war powers resolu
tion, which 30 days later in his infinite 
wisdom Senator Javits, then working 
with Senator STENNis and a number of 
the rest of us, turned that sense-of
the-Senate resolution into a joint reso
lution that could be adopted by both 
the House and Senate and sent as leg
islation, as a joint resolution to the 
President. 

As we know, it was sent to the Presi
dent, and he vetoed it. But we carried 
it over the veto, and it is the War 
Powers Act that is now the law of the 
land. 

What we tried to take into account 
at that time, what I was worried about 
at the time I introduced my original 
sense-of-the-Senate resolution, was 
that we continually make war without 
declaring it. Clearly the Constitution 
preserved to the Congress the exclu
sive authority to declare war, as was 
made clear in eminent testimony by 
constitutional authorities during the 
hearings. The chairman of the Senate 
Judiciary Committee himself, a distin
guished attorney appeared. We had 
brilliant testimony from the former 
High Commissioner of Germany, 
former chairman of the Chase Man
hattan Bank and our friend, Jack 
McCloy, now an eminent attorney on 
international and constitutional law. 
There was no doubt in his mind, in the 
brilliant testimony he gave, as to ex
actly what the framers of the Consti
tution had in mind as they deliberated 
and debated and then came to the 
wording that they did in the Constitu
tion. 

The Constitution in article I. section 
8 gives the Congress the right to de
clare war. but it is clear from the dis
cussions which went on at the Consti
tutional Convention in Philadelphia 
that this decision was taken deliber
ately and with great consideration. 
The grant to Congress in the Constitu
tion of the power to declare war is 
clear and solemn. 

But as the Senator from Pennsylva
nia also realizes, the development of 
international affairs in this century 
and particularly since World War II 
has to some extent outrun the devel
opment of international and constitu
tional law. The U.N. Charter essential
ly outlaws war, except in self-defense. 
And as a consequence, the practice of 
formally declaring war as envisioned 
by the Founding Fathers of our Con
stitution has generally been aban
doned. We have not resorted to that 
since World War II. 

The United States fought in Korea 
and we fought in Vietnam without a 
formal declaration of war. Congress 
was asked to provide the funds and to 
authorize the draft and do other 
things in support of those conflicts, 
but we did not as a general and defini-

tive question decide the issue of 
whether those wars were justified. 

Mr. SPECTER. Will the Senator 
yield at this point? 

Mr. PERCY. I would be happy to 
yield. 

Mr. SPECTER. Was the Korean sit
uation a war? 

Mr. PERCY. If ever I have seen a 
situation that was war, that was it. It 
certainly was war to those who were 
out there, who were killed and 
maimed, and to those who are still in 
veterans hospitals walking around 
crippled. They were in the midst of a 
war, and they knew it. But it was 
never a declared war by the United 
States. 

Mr. SPECTER. And was Vietnam a 
war? 

Mr. PERCY. To the 500,000 U.S. 
forces that were combat forces in Viet
nam, and to the 50,000 who never 
came back to this country, that was a 
war, no ifs, ands, or buts about it, yet 
it was never a declared war. 

Mr. SPECTER. Going back to my 
earlier question, the situation in Leba
non last week with the 5,000 to 6,000 
multinational forces being fired upon 
and firing back with air and naval sup
port, was that a war? 

Mr. PERCY. Well, they were not 
shooting BB's. They were not using 
slingshots They were using cannons. 
They were using big guns. They were 
using weapons intended for one pur
pose--

Mr. SPECTER. I believe the Senator 
is answering yes. 

Mr. PERCY [continuing]. To deter, 
maim or kill personnel, and that is a 
war. But there has never been, to my 
knowledge, a declared war by any 
party in the Middle East, nor has 
there been a declared war in Central 
America or in Chad. 

Mr. SPECTER. Once the distin
guished chairman of the Foreign Rela
tions Committee acknowledges or ex
presses the judgment that it was a war 
in Lebanon last week, then how can 
we justify authorizing the President 
under this resolution to carry on ac
tivities which will amount to war, con
sistent with our exclusive constitution
al responsibility to exercise that au
thority? 

Mr. PERCY. If I could just go back 
to what we decided to do in 1970 
before answering the question. May I 
relate it, because it is pertinent. 

When the Members of the Congress 
early in the seventies considered how 
to exercise the clear responsibility of 
Congress to decide the solemn issue of 
war or peace, let us face it, their task 
was not a very easy one. 

My old friend and brilliant col
league, Jacob Javits, held a press con
ference this morning in the Foreign 
Relations Committee hearing room in 
the Dirksen Building, a committee on 
which he served with such distinction 
for so many years. He described the 

difficult problem which confronted 
the drafters of the war powers resolu
tion, of which he was the leading 
member, and he described the ele
ments of the resolution as it emerged. 
It began as I wished I would be two 
places at once, in the hearing room of 
the Foreign Relations Committee and 
at a markup on a bill that we had been 
waiting for many, many months. It 
was crucial to the administration. 

I hope Senator Javits will be able to 
join us tomorrow on the Senate floor 
to provide to his colleagues his wisdom 
and good judgment on this issue. I 
hope he will be available so we can 
confer with him on the authority in
tended by the Congress, by the Senate 
when we passed and adopted the War 
Powers Act. 

I have discussed this issue with Sen
ator Javits before joining with the ma
jority leader in the introduction of the 
resolution that is before us today. I 
asked him for his judgment. There is 
no one on whom I would rather rely 
for advice then Senator Jack Javits. I 
would undercut or compromise the 
war powers resolution which was a cre
ation of his brilliant mind. 

His response, which was made avail
able to all members of the Foreign Re
lations Committee prior to our 
markup, and which has been inserted 
in the RECORD, was as careful, as pre
cise, and as judicious as we would all 
expect from this great Senator. 

Let me read the first paragraph of 
this statement made by Senator Javits 
last Thursday: 

The Administration and the Congress 
have each gained a major point in the pro
posed compromise on the war powers resolu
tion. Congress has established the proposi
tion that it may set the clock running under 
the resolution even if the President does not 
trigger it by giving the appropriate notice 
under the proper section of the resolution 
when U.S. troops are deployed abroad into 
hostilities or the imminent threat of them. 
The President has gained the point that for 
the situation in Lebanon the authority Con
gress gives him to continue their involve
ment must be by joint not concurrent reso
lution, thereby, requiring the President's 
signature. This compromise avoids a consti
tutional crisis at this juncture. Though it 
may not settle the issue, it is an important 
step along the way. 

In short, the war powers resolution 
was drafted in recognition that the 
commitment of U.S. Armed Forces to 
hostilities abroad had occurred and 
would continue to occur without decla
rations of war. 

The resolution was an effort to mod
ernize our procedures in order to ful
fill our original constitutional respon
sibilities. It recognized that in the 
present era, there will be uses of U.S. 
forces which do involve hostilities or 
imminent hostilities, but which do not 
involve all-out war. The peacekeeping 
mission of our forces in Lebanon is one 
such use of our military forces. It is an 
essential function. It does involve hos-
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tilities. It should have to be authorized 
by Congress. But it would be complete
ly inappropriate to declare war on 
anyone under these circumstances. 

The Founding Fathers probably did 
not anticipate such use of the U.S. 
forces, but Congress did cover such a 
situation with the war powers resolu
tion. We are not surrendering our re
sponsibility in this resolution to con
sider the desirability of such an au
thorization and to vote up or down on 
it. It is a limited authorization, which 
I think is appropriate and consistent 
with our constitutional responsibil
ities. 

Mr. SPECTER. I will ask a final 
question before yielding to the Sena
tor from Maryland. 

Mr. PERCY. I will be happy to take 
one final question and then yield to 
the Senator from Maryland. 

Mr. SPECTER. When the Senator 
from Illinois said, in the statement he 
has just made, that it would be inap
propriate to declare a war, but he has 
conceded earlier that the activity last 
week in Lebanon amounted to a war, 
will not we violate our oaths of office, 
in which we have sworn to uphold the 
Constitution, which empowers only 
Congress to declare war, if, through 
the passage of this resolution or other
wise, we authorize a war to be engaged 
in which has not been declared in ac
cordance with our constitutional man
date? 

Mr. PERCY. I would have to refer to 
a greater authority for a definition 
than the Senator from Illinois could 
provide-Webster, perhaps-to find 
out exactly what war is and how Web
ster defines what war is. 

Certainly, our mission today in Leba
non is entirely different from our mis
sion in World War I and World War II, 
certainly different from what it was in 
Vietnam. 

In Vietnam, we had all-out battle for 
a sustained period of time. 

In Lebanon, though we had an ex
change of weapons fire of varying 
sizes, small and large-at sea and on 
land,-our exchange was done not to 
interdict, not to cut off, not to win vic
tory over, not to decimate forces, but 
strictly for the purpose of protecting 
our Marines when they were fired 
upon and to let the forces firing upon 
them know that if they continued to 
do so they would pay a price. That 
price would be the destruction of the 
hostile personnel and the equipment. 

That was the limited nature of our 
operation. The operation was success
ful. When they saw the size of the 
guns on the Ranger, the guns on our 
cruisers and our destroyers, and the 
presence of the battleship New Jersey, 
there was less of a desire to harass our 
Marines and endanger our Marines. 

At no time did we have an intention 
to take or occupy any land, to put 
forces ashore that would seize and 
take any parts of Lebanon occupied by 

Syria, certainly not by Israel, or even 
by the Palestinians. It was a very lim
ited operation. 

Certainly, those sitting on the re
ceiving end of those shells would con
sider themselves in a war, but sudden
ly we now have a cease fire. That situ
ation is different from the one we had 
in World War I, World War II, South 
Vietnam, and South Korea. 

Mr. SPECTER. I thank the distin
guished chairman. 

Mr. SARBANES. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Pennsylvania yield? 

Mr. SPECTER. I yield. 
Mr. PERCY. I yield the floor. 
Mr. SARBANES. Mr. President, I 

think the Senator from Pennsylvania 
has asked some very serious questions 
of the chairman of the committee 
with respect to our responsibility as 
Members of the Senate. 

Earlier in the exchange, the chair
man of the committee quoted the 
statement by Senator Javits submitted 
to the Senate Foreign Relations Com
mittee. That was a three-paragraph 
statement. What was quoted was only 
the first paragraph, and I should like 
to read the other two. I particularly 
say to the Senator from Pennsylvania 
that Senator Javits closed that state
ment by saying: 

The constitutional issue is and will contin
ue to be very much the question until the 
division of these powers as defined by the 
Constitution is finally accepted. 

So the Senator is putting his finger 
on an extremely important point here 
and one that was clearly recognized by 
Senator Javits in his statement. 

While he stated in the quotation 
that this was an important step along 
the way, he then went on to say-this 
is the balance of his statement: 

The length of the time which is covered, 
18 months, within which time the President 
in effect continues his exclusive control over 
the incidence of "war" notwithstanding the 
exclusive grant of power to declare war to 
the Congress under Article 1, Section 8 of 
the Constitution, is excessive in so perplex
ing a situation, such as Lebanon, and disap
pointing, but there are some countervailing 
elements in the other terms of the compro
mise. The Congress may <again by joint not 
concurrent resolution) direct a sooner with
drawal of the Marines and the Marines con
tinue in Lebanon only as part of a multina
tional force and in their present numbers. 

The political question will still remain 
before the country as to the exclusivity of 
the power of Congress to deal with war. I 
believe the force of public opinion would 
back the Congress and heavily influence the 
President's decision whether or not to veto 
any such joint resolution for the earlier 
withdrawal of the Marines or would sustain 
the Congress in an override or in acting by 
concurrent resolution. The constitutional 
issue is and will continue to be very much 
the question until the division of these 
powers as defined by the Constitution is fi
nally accepted. 

Mr. President, I think it is obviously 
reasonable to conclude from the entire 
statement of Senator Javits that what 
the administration has done thus far 

does not comport with the require
ments of the War Powers Act, and I 
commend the Senator from Pennsyl
vania for raising this important consti
tutional question. 

Mr. DURENBERGER. Mr. Presi
dent, I should like to make a few com
ments on the situation before us. 

It seems to me that in coming to 
grips with the war powers resolution 
as it applies to the situation in Leba
non, and as we have been illustrating 
here this afternoon, we face two ques
tions. 

The first is whether the laws govern
ing war powers are applicable to this 
particular situation. The second is 
whether Congress should express its 
satisfaction or dissatisfaction with the 
President's conduct of our policy in 
Lebanon. I have heard somewhat more 
of the latter, although it is sort of an 
interesting mix. So far as I am con
cerned, the answer to both these ques
tions is yes: The laws governing war 
powers are applicable, and, yes, I be
lieve that at this point in time we 
should express our satisfaction with 
the President's conduct of our policy 
in Lebanon. 

I do the first on this basis: The war 
powers resolution, it seems to me, is 
nothing more than a reaffirmation of 
the commonsense which went into 
drafting the Constitution of the 
United States almost 200 years ago. At 
the time that the act was passed in 
1973, overriding Presidential veto, 
people on both sides of the issue sort 
of colored the issue for the next 10 
years. They viewed it as a major de
parture in executive-legislative rela
tions. A great deal of television and 
radio time was used, and much print
ing ink was spilled, over the question 
of whether the act, on one hand, 
would unwisely limit the President's 
ability to act or, on the other hand, 
whether it would prevent another so
called Presidential war. 

To a large extent, I have come to the 
conclusion that these concerns were 
largely traumatic rhetoric, for it is my 
belief that the war powers resolution 
simply restated what should be obvi
ous to Americans over a couple of hun
dred years. It was vital, but it did not 
stake out a whole lot of new ground. 

What is the War Powers Act? Be
neath all the verbiage, it is a law re
quiring the President to report to and 
consult with Congress before introduc
ing U.S. military forces into certain 
specific situations. 

Beyond that, the resolution simply 
states that when U.S. forces are either 
engaged in hostilities or are in a situa
tion where hostilities are imminent, 
Congress shall share with the Presi
dent the responsibility for authorizing 
their deployment. Congress can exer
cise that responsibility in a number of 
ways. First, it can exercise its exclusive 
right, as is being discussed here, to de-

( 

'· 
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clare war, and the answer to the ques
tion about war is not whether or not 
someone sees the guns on the Ranger 
or marines are killed. War is strictly a 
legal condition which conveys certain 
rights and certain responsibilities to 
belligerent parties in a certain circum
stance. 

Second, if Congress does not wish to 
declare war, it can nonetheless enact 
legislation authorizing the President 
to continue the deployment of U.S. 
troops; or, third, Congress can condi
tionally extend the 60-day period of 
time in the War Powers Act, in which 
the President is permitted to act more 
or less unilaterally after he reports 
and consults. 

Finally, Congress has it in its power 
to order the withdrawal of troops, 
either by waiting for the statutory 60-
day clock to run or by affirmatively 
acting earlier to withdraw those 
troops. 

In other words, Mr. President, I have 
come to the conclusion that the War 
Powers Act is simply a reassertion of 
the fundamental proposition that the 
President's rights and powers as Com
mander in Chief can be fully exercised 
only when Congress has declared war 
or has otherwise created specific statu
tory authority to act. 

In situations short of that, the Presi
dent's freedom to introduce troops 
into situations of active or imminent 
hostilities are curtailed without the 
specific approval of Congress. Even if 
the President tries to avoid reporting 
and consulting, our authority is clear 
and his is limited under the act. That 
is as it should be. 

To my mind, therefore, the essence 
of the War Powers Act is a statutory 
reminder that the constitutional 
power to commit troops is a power 
that is shared. The key word here is 
"shared." It is less important that the 
law creates a 60-day clock than that it 
mandates an active congressional role 
in matters which go to the heart of 
the Constitution. 

The constitutional principle is clear, 
and it should never have required reit
eration. The specific statutory ele
ments-60-day clocks, 48-hour report
ing provisions, and so forth-are 
simply esoterica when compared to 
the constitutional requirements of re
porting, consultation, and shared 
power. 

But shared power means shared re
sponsibility. We should remember that 
the passage of the War Powers Act 
was necessitated at least as much by 
the failure of Congress to perform its 
duties during the Vietnam war as it 
was by any so-called "usurpation of 
power by the President." If the act 
reasserts the obvious point that war 
powers are shared and that the Presi
dent should consult, it is also a re
minder to us in Congress that we must 
do our duty, just as the President 
must do his. 

If we face a situation where Ameri
can troops may be introduced into 
actual or imminent hostilities, it is in
cumbent on us in Congress to act. 

Most of us believe that after August 
29-the day the first marines were 
killed as a result of fire specifically 
aimed at them-the situation in Leba
non became one of at least imminent 
hostilities and more likely ongoing 
hostilities. We had, of course, already 
been reported to and consulted by the 
President at the time the Marines 
joined the multinational force in Sep
tember 1982. With the casualties on 
August 29 of this year, however, our 
role became larger, for the war powers 
resolution came into full effect. 

It is now incumbent on us to share 
with the President the responsibility 
for permitting or prohibiting troop de
ployments in a situation where Ameri
cans are being killed. The essential re
quirement of the War Powers Act
shared duty to decide on deployment
is being met by this debate today. So 
the first question-whether the war 
powers resolution is pertinent to this 
situation-can clearly be answered 
"yes." 

In saying that, let me stress a key 
point. The President has thus far fully 
complied with every expectation of 
the War Powers Act. The resolution 
which has been offered by the majori
ty leader was drafted with the admin
istration's guidance and blessing. It is 
specific in stating that the marines 
and the naval task force "are now in 
hostilities requiring authorization of 
their continued presence under the 
war powers resolution." 

There has been no attempt to evade 
the requirements of the law. The prin
ciple we established in 1973 is being 
upheld, and there is strong consensus 
between the Congress and the Presi
dent on that point. 

That is where the second question 
comes into play-whether or not we in 
this body should support the Presi
dent's policy in Lebanon. Unfortunate
ly, the debate on that question has 
become tangled up in the particulars 
of the war powers resolution. It is easy 
to confuse ourselves on this point. 

The war powers resolution was not 
drafted simply to limit each and every 
deployment of American troops to 60 
days. Congress did not believe that 
each and every international situation 
could be resolved in a mere 2 months, 
nor did it try to insist that our only 
choices as a nation were either an out
right declaration of war or a statutory 
2-month commitment. The 60-day pro
vision was inserted into the War 
Powers Act simply in order to insure 
that at some point after hostilities had 
become imminent and powers had 
become shared, we-Congress, not the 
President-would fish or cut bait. The 
same purpose could have been served 
if the clock had been limited to 15 
days or extended to 180. 

In either event, the time limit would 
have been arbitrary in terms of a given 
situation at a given location. But it 
would nonetheless have served the key 
purpose-to insure that Congress 
takes an active role in the policies 
which might embroil us in a war. 

The clock should be seen as a trigger 
for congressional decisionmaking, not 
simply as a brake on the President's 
role. It demands action on our part as 
much as it requires caution on his. 

When Senators argue that we 
should limit the authority of the mul
tinational force to a strict 60 days or 
any other period, they are not making 
a statement about the requirements of 
the War Powers Act. They are making 
a statement about what they feel our 
role in Lebanon should be. The issue is 
foreign policy, not constitutional law. 
If Senators choose to cloak this in the 
language of the War Powers Act, we 
should not become confused. 

The War Powers Act specifically en
visions that troops may be deployed in 
situations of imminent or actual hos
tilities for longer than 60 days provid
ed that Congress assents. So in debat
ing today whether to limit the dura
tion of the marines to 60 days or 6 
months or 18 months, we are not de
bating whether the War Powers Act is 
being observed. It is. Let us recognize 
that we in this body are in basic agree
ment with the President over the re
quirements of the War Powers Act, 
and let us get on with the job of deter
mining how we can and should best 
share the responsibility for making 
policy in Lebanon. 

In my judgment, there are a number 
of vital foreign policy issues which 
argue for sharing with the President 
the decision to let the marines remain 
committed to the multinational force 
for as long as circumstances dictate. If 
we decide to limit the intitial author
ity to 60 days, we will compel the 
President publicly to discuss a very 
fluid and very delicate situation 2 
months from now and as often there
after as a simple majority of us might 
dictate from time to time. 

The cease-fire terms announced on 
Sunday night are a promising sign. It 
appears to me that the presence of the 
multinational force was a key element 
in obtaining that cease fire. We should 
not risk undercutting it by requiring a 
bimonthly debate on fundamental 
policy, particularly when negotiations 
aimed at bringing reconciliation to 
Lebanon are underway. We could not 
have expected President Carter to 
check in with us periodically in the 
midst of the negotiations at Camp 
David. We had to trust him to do the 
best he could while keeping us advised 
informally. Likewise, we must trust 
President Reagan. Policy is actively 
made, not mechanically followed, and 
the real issue is whether we are willing 
to let the President make it so long as 
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we are satisfied with its general 
course. 

Having said that, I do not want my 
colleagues to believe that Congress if 
it approves a 180-day period as provid
ed in the resolution can then tum its 
attention to unrelated matters for the 
next year and a half. 

I am not by any means advocating a 
retreat from our shared responsibility 
in the matter of war powers. The fact 
is that regardless of what time limit 
we set for initial authority on the mul
tinational force-whether 60 days, 180 
days, or 18 months-we can always 
recall the marines from Lebanon 
through passage, not of a concurrent 
resolution that is provided in the War 
Powers Act, that is under a constitu
tional question, as a result of recent 
Supreme Court decision, we can do it 
through a joint resolution or through 
a bill. Our authority and our power in 
this area are clear, as they always 
have been. 
If we are fearful that 18 months is 

too long an initial commitment, what 
that really means is that we do not 
trust ourselves to do our jobs, not that 
we do not trust the President. Let us 
be forthright about that point: We do 
not jeopardize our own ability to with
draw the troops by granting the Presi
dent an 18-month authority. We lose 
nothing. But we gain for him-and for 
our country-the necessary breathing 
space to credibly back up a commit
ment on which most of us seem 
agreed. Let us not weaken that com
mitment because we fear that we our
selves are incapable of acting wisely. If 
we lack the confidence to impose 
limits in the event they are called for, 
then we have no business sharing any 
power at all. 

So if the situation involves a pre
sumption that the President should 
have the flexibility-subject to our 
oversight-to make his commitment 
credible, let us give him that flexibil
ity and that credibility. I think the sit
uation in Lebanon is clearly one in 
which that presumption is present. If 
at any time during the next 18 months 
we should develop a fear that some
how we are entering a so-called quag
mire as we did in Vietnam, we can get 
out. That is in our power here in Con
gress. But if we do not develop such 
fears, we will have avoided weakening 
the position of this country in an en
deavour which is vital to our national 
interests. 

We now know the welcome news 
that a cease-fire has been negotiated 
in Lebanon. It is a fragile thing, of 
course, and I will not argue that we 
can count on its remaining in effect 
forever. 

But it is a tangible sign that our 
policies are working, and a powerful 
reminder of the dangers of changing 
those policies out of a misplaced fear 
that we might somehow lose control. 
If control is lost to the executive 

branch in this matter, it could just as 
easily be lost in 3 days as in 60, or in 
60 days as in 6 months, or as in 6 
months as in 18. The limits of the au
thority are really not the issue here. 
The wisdom of our policy and the will
ingness of this institution to assert 
itself should circumstances dictate are 
the real issues. I think our policy in 
Lebanon is sound, and I have enough 
confidence in our own commonsense 
to believe that we can recognize reality 
in the event that our policies go sour 
and it becomes necessary to recall the 
troops. In the interim, I prefer to give 
this country and its President the 
flexibility they need. 

At bottom, Mr. President, the War 
Powers Act was a needed reminder of 
what the framers of the Constitution 
knew from direct experience: No for
eign policy is sustainable unless it has 
the active support ans assent of the 
people. That is why the Constitution 
created a large congressional role in 
war powers. This sharing of the war 
powers actually strengthens our 
policy, and if the War Powers Act does 
nothing else it reminds us of that. 

So I strongly believe that the act is a 
needed codification of constitutional 
law and commonsense, and I support 
its implementation. Had the President 
chosen not to comply, we would our
selves have been compelled to invoke 
the act, for inaction on the part of the 
Chief Executive cannot change the re
ality of ongoing or imminent hostil
ities. 

When shots are fired in anger at our 
troops, the War Powers Act comes into 
effect, and nothing can alter that fact. 
But when it comes into effect, we must 
remember that our duty becomes one 
of sharing power and responsibility 
not simply watching a clock. 

In a real sense, therefore, the War 
Powers Act requires that we ourselves 
face up to the responsibilities which 
we chose to evade and ignore during 
the Vietnam war. That is not an easy 
thing to do, for it requires us to make 
decisions and to share liability. But if 
we are to play a role larger than 
rubber stamp on one hand or perma
nent obstacle on the other, we must 
grit our teeth and help make policy. If 
that policy seems sound, then as those 
who share responsibility for making it 
we should get on with making it. If it 
is unsound, we should end or alter it. 
In this case, the policy is sound. 

At all times, we should watch events 
carefully so that if need be we can 
recall the troops as contemplated in 
the act. But we should above all else 
avoid the trap of doing nothing. I fear 
that if we limit the authority to an ar
bitrarily short length of time, we will 
effectively be doing nothing responsi
ble. No one ever said that the conduct 
of policy is easy. But if we are to live 
up to our own responsibilities, we must 
make the tough choices here and now. 
That is why I urge my colleagues to 

support the resolution offered by the 
majority leader and why I caution 
them to keep vigilant thereafter. 

Mr. DIXON. Mr. President, I wonder 
if my warm and distinguished friend 
from Minnesota would yield for a 
question at the conclusion of his very 
excellent remarks? 

Mr. DURENBERGER. I am happy 
to yield. 

Mr. DIXON. A number of times 
during the course of the Senator's re
marks, I noticed that the Senator 
from Minnesota expressed his view to 
the Senate that the President did fully 
comply with the War Powers Act. I 
would ask the Senator from Minnesota 
whether he stands on that statement? 

Mr. DURENBERGER. Well, I be
lieve I do. I may not be able at this 
second to prove it to the satisfaction 
of the Senator from Illinois, but it is 
certainly my impression. 

Mr. DIXON. I do not want to 
demean any of the remarks of the 
Senator, who is a warm friend and 
whose point of view has always been 
one I felt is well made in every circum
stance, but the War Powers Act, as the 
Senator knows, says, in section 4(a) as 
follows: 
the President shall submit within 48 hours 
to the Speaker of the House of Representa
tives and to the President pro tempore of 
the Senate a report, in writing, setting 
forth-

<A> the circumstances necessitating the in
troduction of United States Armed Forces; 

(B) the constitutional and legislative au
thority under which such introduction took 
place; and 

<C> the estimated scope and duration of 
the hostilities or involvement. 

I point out to my warm friend that, 
in this resolution, we find on page 2 as 
follows: 

The Congress determines that the require
ments of section 4(a)(l) of the War Powers 
Resolution became operative on August 29, 
1983. 

Now, it is my understanding that it 
has been argued both by the Senator 
from Minnesota and my respected and 
warm friend, the senior Senator from 
Illinois, the chairman of the commit
tee, that this finding is correct under 
the War Powers Act. I would ask 
whether it is not the view of the Sena
tor from Minnesota, given those cir
cumstances, that the President should 
fully be required to fully comply with 
section 4<a> as it is stated in the War 
Powers Act? 

Mr. DURENBERGER. Well, I guess 
the Senator makes a good point. It 
would appear to me that, as of August 
29, which is the date that I used in my 
presentation as a triggering date for 
the War Powers Act, that that would 
be the time in which, as I very quickly 
now glance over the reporting require
ments of section 4(a), that I would 
have expected the President should 
have made that kind of report. 
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Mr. DIXON. If I may pursue this 

further for a moment with my distin
guished friend. It does not trouble this 
Senator that we go forward under sec
tion 6 of the War Powers Act and 
follow the procedures outlined there 
as we are doing in this resolution. I 
think that may be an appropriate 
thing to do. 

What troubles this Senator, I say to 
my friend from Minnesota, and I say 
to my dear friend, the chairman of the 
committee that is jurisdictional here, 
to my senior colleague from Illinois, 
what troubles me is we are excusing 
the President from complying, as he is 
required to do under this section of 
the act. 

Now, I think that is the first step 
that we ought to have here. If the 
President would come forward with a 
statement in writing to the President 
pro tempore of the Senate and the 
Speaker of the House setting forth in 
writing now his position, I would 
remind the Senator that the President 
has said he will reluctantly sign this 
resolution. If he would reluctantly 
sign it, I presume, I say to my friend 
from Minnesota, that the President 
has read it or his advisers have read it 
to him. 

If his advisers have read it to him or 
if the President of this great Nation 
has read it, then he knows that we say 
that we invoke the war powers resolu
tion and that it became operative on 
August 29. If it became operative on 
August 29, we are waiting here with 
bated breath a month later for the 
President to comply with the simplis
tic directions of section 4(a)(l) of the 
resolution. I am still waiting. My col
leagues who are concerned are still 
waiting. I would ask if that is too 
much to ask. 

Now, my dear friend from Illinois 
read today a letter from the President 
directed to the majority leader. We are 
happy to have that information. It is 
enlightening to us. But I wonder why 
he will not just comply with the act 
and give us directly the information 
the act directs him to give us. 

Mr. DURENBERGER. I cannot 
speak for the President, nor can I 
speak for anyone else here with whom 
there may have been a more official 
communication than the letter I have 
before me addressed to the President 
pro tempore of the Senate, the Honor
able STROM THuRMoND, and executed 
by Ronald Reagan on White House 
stationery as the President of the 
United States. 

Now, while that letter does not spe
cifically cite all of the subparagraph 
requirements of section 4, it does make 
reference to section 4. It does set out 
in that letter, in perhaps not the 
detail that you might anticipate being 
required by the statute, but it does set 
out a wide variety of circumstances 
which might, in the Senator's judg
ment or mine, satisfy the require-

ments of section 4(a) or 3<a> or howev
er you interpret it. 

Would the Senator disagree with 
that? I take it the Senator has a copy 
of the President's letter to the Pl. esi
dent pro tempore of the Senate. 

Mr. DIXON. Does the Senator find 
that on his desk? 

Mr. DURENBERGER. I do now. 
Mr. DIXON. Who gave that to the 

Senator? 
Mr. DURENBERGER. My trusty 

sidekick. 
Mr. DIXON. Does he have another 

copy? 
Mr. DURENBERGER. There may 

be some confusion. There is a letter 
dated September 27 from the Presi
dent on your desk today. I have in my 
hand what I am informed is a copy of 
a formal letter sent to the President 
pro tempore of the Senate, and it is 
dated August 30. I would be pleased to 
have it copied and deliver it to the 
Senator from Illinois. 

Mr. DIXON. I would like to have 
that letter. 

May I say I have a letter here dated 
September 27 to my friend, the senior 
Senator from Illinois, entitled "Dear 
Chuck." While he is my warm friend 
and I regard him highly, he has never 
held himself out to be either the Presi
dent pro tempore of the Senate or the 
Speaker of the House. But if there is 
an official document such as that re
ferred to by my friend and colleague, 
it has never been shown to this Sena
tor. I have never heard it referred to 
in the number of discussions I have 
had with other colleagues who have 
expressed similar concerns. 

Mr. DURENBERGER. We are 
having a copy of that document made. 
The copy indicated the original was on 
file with the Parliamentarian as of 
August 31, 1983. 

Mr. LEVIN. Will my friend from 
Minnesota yield for a question while 
we are waiting for that to be copied? 

Mr. DURENBERGER. Yes. 
Mr. LEVIN. Is it the Senator's un

derstanding that letter is intended to 
be Presidential compliance with the 
requirements of section 4<a>? 

Mr. DURENBERGER. I have no 
idea. I do not know the answer to that 
question. Because I was asked the 
question about compliance and be
cause I was at least privy to some of 
this information, I came to the conclu
sion that it may well have been part of 
the intention of the White House by 
officially communicating with the 
President pro tempore of the Senate 
to comply, at least pro forma, with 
these requirements. But whether that 
was their intention, I certainly cannot 
speak for the originator of the letter. 

Mr. LEVIN. Just one additional com
ment or question. Would it be fair to 
say, though, that our colleague from 
Minnesota would agree that the Presi
dent should comply with the reporting 
requirement of section 4<a>? 

Mr. DURENBERGER. I would sug
gest that the President should and 
that he has. 

Mr. LEVIN. If this letter the Sena
tor is referring to is not intended to 
constitute compliance with section 
4(a), if it is not intended by the White 
House to constitute such compliance, 
then I take it the Senator from Minne
sota would agree that the President 
should comply with section 4(a) with a 
report which is intended to constitute 
sufficient compliance? 

Mr. DURENBERGER. That is right. 
And I did note that my colleague from 
Michigan was listening intently
which is not usual around here-to my 
comments. And I think I did make ref
erence to the fact that the order 
would make the act effective and 
share the responsibilities about which 
I spoke and the President would have 
to comply with the reporting and con
sulting requirements of the act. 

Mr. LEVIN. I think the basic prob
lem this colloquy points out is that the 
President does not believe he is bound 
by the War Powers Act. He does not 
seek authority from the Congress and 
does not believe it is necessary. I think 
that is the fundamental problem that 
we are in right now. 

I am glad to hear my friend from 
Minnesota say that if that letter dated 
August 30, as I understand it, was not 
intended by the White House to con
stitute compliance with section 4(a), 
that he agrees that such a report 
should be forthcoming. 

Mr. DIXON. May I pursue this fur
ther with my distinguished friend 
from Minnesota, or perhaps with the 
chairman of the Foreign Relations 
Committee, who is now back on the 
floor. Would he care to join us in this 
dialog? 

Mr. PERCY. Mr. President, would it 
be possible for my distinguished col
league to hold up while I am tempo
rarily off the floor? 

Mr. DIXON. I wonder if I could say 
to my friend from Minnesota and who
ever else on the other side might be 
within the sound of my voice, I am de
lighted to have this brought to my at
tention. It may very well be that many 
others knew of this letter from the 
President of the United States to the 
President pro tempore of the Senate. I 
wonder if the ranking Member on our 
side could enlighten us as to that as 
well as to whether this letter has been 
generally known to be in existence. 

Mr. PELL. Mr. President, is this the 
letter from President Reagan to Sena
tor PERcY? 

Mr. DIXON. No, I want to say to our 
ranking Member that I have just been 
engaged in a dialog with the Senator 
from Minnesota asking why the Presi
dent did not comply with section 
4(a)(l) of the War Powers Act. The 
Senator from Minnesota now has sent 
to me from a man he called his reli-
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able sidekick, I believe, a letter I have 
never seen before, dated August 30, 
1983, from the White House to the 
President pro tempore of the Senate. 
Is the ranking Member aware of the 
existence of this letter, or has that 
been made known to us prior to this 
occasion? 

Mr. PELL. Mr. President, I am in
formed that this letter was received. 

Mr. DIXON. May I say that many 
on this side have not known until now 
of the existence of this letter? I would 
like to pursue that to the extent that 
my colleague from Michigan has pur
sued it, to inquire whether the Presi
dent suggests that this letter is his 
compliance, in which case, I would pre
sume that it follows that one similar 
to this was sent to the Speaker of the 
House in connection with the War 
Powers Act? 

Mr. PELL. Mr. President, we get a 
good deal of mail, both in our offices 
and in the Committee on Foreign Re
lations. I do not recall this particular 
letter, whether I have received it. The 
subject matter-it would help me if I 
could look at it and I do not have a 
copy of it here. 

Mr. DIXON. Perhaps we shall 
pursue it at the moment the chairman 
of the committee comes back. I thank 
the ranking Member. 

Mr. PELL. Yes, Mr. President, my 
memory is refreshed. We did get this 
letter. It is for informational purposes. 

Mr. LEVIN. If I may ask my friend, 
the ranking member of the committee, 
if he will yield for a question. 

Mr. PELL. Yes, Mr. President. 
Mr. LEVIN. Is it his understanding 

that this letter is intended to qualify 
the Presidential compliance with sec
tion 4<a>? 

Mr. PELL. It is intended, but not in 
as specific terms as I would like. 

Mr. LEVIN. But when asked, the 
White House says, yes, this is what 
was intended to comply with section 
4<a>? 

Mr. PELL. Yes, but this is not as spe
cific as what the War Powers Act calls 
for. In their view, it is evidence of 
their compliance. In our view, it is a 
question of its being informational. 

Mr. DIXON. Mr. President, while 
several here are looking at this letter, 
I should like to pursue this further, to 
suggest that I have an amendment 
pending which is presently at the desk 
that would have asked the President 
or directed him, really, consistent with 
this resolution, to comply with section 
4(a)<l). I wonder whether those who 
speak for the administration-be it the 
majority leader, the chairman of the 
committee if it is jurisdictional, or 
whoever else it might be-could fur
ther clarify this matter. 

I do know that this letter is directed 
to the President pro tempore of the 
Senate. It is dated August 30, within 
48 hours of the date of August 29 set 
forth in the resolution. It may very 

well be that many of the Members on 
this side have not become aware of the 
fact that the President is interested in 
making known his compliance with 
the War Powers Act pursuant to sec
tion 4<a><l>. If that is the case, at least 
this Member would like to be enlight
ened about it, because I have not yet, 
to date, been enlightened. I have made 
several speeches about it and have also 
filed an amendment concerning it. 

Mr. PELL. Mr. President, when you 
read the letter, you read that it says 
not under the War Powers Act, but 
"consistent with section 4 of the war 
powers resolution.'' This wording, to 
my mind, can be taken either to indi
cate full compliance or a respectful 
bow, which I think depends on which 
side of the aisle we are standing on at 
this time. 

Mr. DIXON. I concede that, Mr. 
President. It would be, in my judg
ment, a letter which falls short in 
some particulars of compliance as to 
duration of time and so forth. I am 
trying to find out at least whether, 
and perhaps the chairman of the com
mittee can tell me, the President in 
this letter, which I note is dated 
August 30 and which I note on the 
copy says the original was filed with 
the Parliamentarian for official refer
ral on August 31-whether, in fact, the 
President is seeking to lead the Con
gress to understand compliance with 
section 4(a)( 1) by virtue of the letter? 

Mr. SARBANES. Would the Senator 
yield on that point? 

Mr. DIXON. I am delighted to yield 
to my friend from Maryland. 

Mr. SARBANES. Mr. President, a 
representative of the Department of 
State was questioned on this before 
our committee. He really was all over 
the lot about it, but, in effect, they re
fused to characterize whether their 
report is a 4(a)(l) report. 

I then asked him, "Well, if it is a 
4<a><l> report, then sections 5(a) and 
5(b) would come into effect, because 
that is clearly what the War Powers 
Act requires." Of course, it is their 
view that 5(a) and 5(b) do not come 
into effect on the basis of this letter. 

So, while they will not characterize 
the letter in terms of the report, it is 
clear to me, at least, that they do not 
regard it as a 4<a><l> report, because if 
it is a 4<a><l> report, clearly, sections 
5(a) and 5(b) would have to apply and 
the President would have to, within 60 
calendar days, terminate the use of 
the Armed Forces with respect to 
which such report was submitted or 
required to be submitted unless the 
Congress had done certain things. 

Of course, they were also arguing at 
that point on the hostilities question, 
or the involvement into situations 
where imminent involvement in hostil
ities is clearly indicated by the circum
stances. 

My own view, of course, is that we 
should have had a section 4(a)(l) 

report and that all the operative provi
sions of the War Powers Act should 
then have come into play. 

As the ranking member points out, 
they say "and consistent with section 
4 of the war powers resolution." So I 
think, even there, you have to read 
these things very carefully. That 
letter we got from the President 
today, which does not really talk 
about complying with the war powers 
resolution, talks about compliance 
with the Lebanon Emergency Assist
ance Act. 

Then, of course, if you read the Leb
anon Emergency Assistance Act, at the 
time that the President signs it, he 
says "My understanding and intent 
remain exactly as they were when I 
signed the Lebanon Emergency Assist
ance Act.'' This is a letter received on 
September 27, 1983. 

There is a statement when he signed 
the Lebanon Emergency Assistance 
Act, back on June 27 of this year, 
where he reserved his constitutional 
authority as Commander in Chief. So 
he is not being bound by these things. 
But you have to read these things 
very, very carefully. 

Mr. DIXON. If my friend from 
Maryland would permit me to join in 
this discussion with him momentarily, 
he will notice in the letter that was di
rected to the President pro tempore
which I am hoping the administration 
may clarify from the standpoint of 
whether it is compliance with 4(a)(l) 
or not-that he does refer to the fact 
that those forces there, if I can find 
that letter, pursuant to his power as 
Commander in Chief--

Mr. SARBANES. That is right. At 
the end of the first paragraph in the 
letter, talking about the reintroduc
tion of the troops on September 29, 
1982. 

Mr. DIXON. He says: 
I directed this deployment pursuant to my 

constitutional authority with respect to the 
conduct of foreign relations and as Com
mander in Chief of the United States armed 
forces. 

Mr. SARBANES. Mr. President, I 
might say to the Senator that a clear 
majority of the Committee on Foreign 
Relations, later in the year, wrote to 
the President with respect to that de
ployment saying that he ought to 
come to Congress and consult. It was 
the strong feeling of many of us that 
the war powers resolution ought to be 
invoked at that time. 

Mr. DIXON. I wonder if my friend 
from Maryland, whose opinion I 
regard so highly, could enlighten me 
on what the President means when he 
says this: 

In light of recent events, I am providing 
this further report on the deployment, in 
accordance with my desire that Congress 
continue to be informed on this matter, and 
consistent-
not in compliance, you will note-

r 
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consistent with section 4 of the War Powers 
Resolution. 

Does the Senator believe that that 
suggests that the President is telling 
us that he is complying with section 
4<a> as is required in the War Powers 
Act? Or is the President simply saying 
that he recognizes the existence of it 
without indicating to us he is comply
ing with it? 

Mr. SARBANES. I think the latter. I 
do not think he is complying with it. I 
think that has been one of the diffi
culties all along. 

Mr. DIXON. I wonder whether my 
friend and senior colleague from Dli
nois, the chairman of the committee, 
would be kind enough to yield on that 
question, Mr. President? 

Could my friend from Illinois en
lighten us, in connection with the 
letter of August 30 to the President 
pro tempore of the Senate, is it the 
view of the administration that the 
President is complying with section 
4<a> of the War Powers Act here, the 
requirements of that act? They tell us, 
A, the circumstances necessitate the 
introduction of United States Armed 
Forces; B, the constitutional legisla
tive authority under which such intro
duction took place; and C, the estimat
ed scope of the hostilities which indi
cate involvement. Has the chairman 
been advised one way or another by 
the administration? 

Mr. PERCY. Mr. President, .! say to 
my distinguished colleague, President 
Reagan has done exactly as President 
Carter did when he wrote to the Con
gress of the United States with respect 
to application of the war powers reso
lution to his use of force in Iran for 
the rescue of our diplomats there. He 
said that he was reporting to Con
gress: "consistent with the War 
Powers Resolution." So, President 
Reagan's use of that phrase is exactly 
as President Carter and his legal advis
ers suggested in 1980. 

Mr. DIXON. Would it then be the 
answer of the chairman that it is the 
view of the chairman that the Presi
dent is following section 4<a> of the 
War Powers Act and that this letter is 
intended to be in compliance with that 
act? 

Mr. PERCY. That is right. I simply 
say that the administration believes 
that it is acting consistent with the 
war powers resolution; but in any 
event, we have reached the point 
where we now must act to resolve the 
basic question of whether and under 
what terms our forces will be author
ized and continue their presence in 
Lebanon. 

That is the real situation we are 
dealing with right now. We should not 
insist on pursuing a needless confron
tation with the President. 

He is trying to avoid that-certainly 
the leadership of the House and the 
Senate are trying to avoid that-at the 
risk of endangering our policies in the 

Middle East and the safety of our 
forces. 

Mr. SARBANES. Will the Senator 
yield? 

Mr. DIXON. Yes. 
Mr. SARBANES. I think it is impor

tant to get on the record the expan
sion of the role of our troops in Leba
non, and it is reflected in these two 
letters of the President. The letter of 
August 30, 1983, to the President pro 
tempore of the Senate-the President 
says in the closing paragraph of that 
letter: 

I believe that the continued presence of 
these U.S. forces in Lebanon is essential to 
the objective of helping to restore the terri
torial integrity, sovereignty, and political in
dependence of Lebanon. It is still not possi
ble to predict the duration of the presence 
of these forces in Lebanon; we will continue 
to assess this question in the light of 
progress toward this objective. 

The objective being restoring the 
territorial integrity, sovereignty, and 
political independence of Lebanon. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that that letter be printed in the 
RECORD at this point. 

There being no objection, the letter 
was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

AUGUST 30, 1983. 
The Honorable STROM THtrn.MOND, 
President pro tempore of the Senate, Wash

ington, D. C. 
DEAR MR. PRESIDENT: On September 29, 

1982, I reported to you concerning the intro
duction of United States Armed Forces in 
Lebanon to participate in the Multinational 
Force <MNF> requested by the Government 
of Lebanon. The presence of this Force was 
designed to facilitate the restoration of Leb
anese Government sovereignty and author
ity, and thereby further the efforts of the 
Government of Lebanon to assure the 
safety of persons in the area and bring to an 
end the violence that had tragically re
curred. I directed this deployment pursuant 
to my constitutional authority with respect 
to the conduct of foreign relations and as 
Commander-in-Chief of the United States 
Armed Forces. 

We have periodically provided Congress 
with updated information on the activities 
of these forces and on the circumstances of 
their deployment in Lebanon. In light of 
recent events, I am providing this further 
report on the deployment, in accordance 
with my desire that Congress continue to be 
informed on this matter, and consistent 
with Section 4 of the War Powers Resolu
tion. 

On August 28, sporadic fighting between 
Lebanese Armed Forces and various armed 
factions took place in South Beirut; from 
time to time during the course of this fight
ing, positions in the vicinity of the Beirut 
airport manned by U.S. Marines of the MNF 
came under small-arms fire <without injury 
to U.S. personnel>, and this fire was re
turned. On August 29, fighting erupted 
again. Marine positions came under mortar, 
rocket, and small-arms fire, with the result 
that two Marines were killed and fourteen 
wounded. In addition, several artillery 
rounds fell near the U.S.S. Iwo Jima <an 
amphibious support vessel lying offshore), 
with no resulting damage or injuries. As 
contemplated by their rules of engagement, 
U.S. Marines returned fire with artillery, 

small arms, and, in c;me instance, rocket fire 
from a helicopter gunship. There were addi
tional exchanges of iire earlier today, 
August 30, without injury to U.S. personnel. 

Later today, a ceasefire came into effect in 
the area in which the Marines were de
ployed, and firing on Marine positions 
ceased Diplomatic efforts are underway to 
extend this ceasefire. In the meantime, U.S. 
forces will be prepared to exercise their 
right of self-defense should such at tacks 
recur. 

I believe that the continued presence of 
these U.S. forces in Lebanon is essential to 
the objective of helping to restore the terri
torial integrity, sovereignty, and political in
dependence of Lebanon. It is still not possi
ble to predict the duration of the presence 
of these forces in Lebanon; we will continue 
to assess this question in the light of 
progress toward t his objective. 

I will keep the Congress informed as to 
further developments with respect to this 
situation. 

Sincerely, 
RONALD REAGAN. 

Mr. SARBANES. Now, in that letter, 
right at the outset he says: 

On September 29, 1982, I reported to you 
concerning the introduction of United 
States armed forces in Lebanon to partici
pate in the multinat ional force. 

Going back to that letter of now 
almost a year ago, to which he made 
reference on August 30, 1983, the 
President set out a very limited role 
for the troops in sharp contrast to the 
objective which he has set out in the 
closing paragraph of this letter of 
August 30, 1983, which has just been 
inserted in the RECORD. 

In the letter of September 29, 1982, 
in which he now states he reported 
concerning the reintroduction of our 
Armed Forces into Lebanon, h e said 
this was to be a temporary multina
tional force. He went on to say: 

In carrying out this mission, the American 
force will not engage in combat. It may, 
however, exercise the right of self-defense 
and will be equipped accordingly. 

He went on to state: 
Although it is not possible at this time to 

predict the precise durat ion of the presence 
of U.S. forces in Beirut, our agreement with 
the government of Lebanon makes clear 
that they will be needed only for a limited 
period to meet the urgent requirements 
posed by the current situation. 

That is written September 29, 1982. 
It is now almost exactly 1 year later. 

In that letter of a year ago th e Presi
dent then went on to say: 

I want to emphasize that, as was the case 
in the deployment of U.S. forces to Lebanon 
in August as part of the earlier multination
al force, there is no intention or expectation 
that U.S. Armed Forces will become in
volved in hostilities. They are in Lebanon at 
the formal request of the government of 
Lebanon, and our agreement witb. the gov
ernment of Lebanon expressly rules out any 
combat responsibilities for the U.S. forces. 
All armed elemen ts in t he area have given 
assurances that they will refrain from hos
tilities and will not interfere with the activi
ties of the multinational force. 
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He then goes on in that letter, be
cause the distinguished Senator from 
Illinois quoted from the August 30 
letter, to say: 

This deployment of the U.S. armed forces 
Is being undertaken pursuant to the Presi
dent's constitutional authority with respect 
to the conduct of foreign relations and as 
Commander in Chief of the U.S. armed 
forces. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that the full text of the letter 
from President Reagan to the Presi
dent pro tempore of the Senate dated 
September 29, 1982, also be printed in 
the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the letter 
was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

THE WHITE HOUSE, 
Washington, September 29, 1982. 

Hon. STROM THuRMoND, 
President pro tempore of the Senate, 
Washington, D. C. 

DEAR MR. PREsiDENT: On September 20, 
1982, the Government of Lebanon requested 
the Governments of France, Italy, and the 
United States to contribute forces to serve 
as a temporary Multinational Force, the 
presence of which will facilitate the restora
tion of Lebanese Government sovereignty 
and authority, and thereby further the ef
forts of the Government of Lebanon to 
assure the safety of persons in the area and 
bring to an end the violence which has trag
Ically recurred. 

In response to this request of the Govern
ment of Lebanon, I have authorized the 
Armed Forces of the United States to par
ticipate in this Multinational Force. In ac
cordance with my desire that the Congress 
be fully informed on this matter, and con
sistent with the War Powers Resolution, I 
am hereby providing a report on the deploy
ment and mission of these members of the 
United States armed forces. 

On September 29, approximately 1200 Ma
rines of a Marine Amphibious Unit began to 
arrive in Beirut. Their mission is to provide 
an interposition force at agreed locations 
and thereby provide the multinational pre
sense requested by the Lebanese Govern
ment to assist it and the Lebanese Armed 
Forces. In carrying out this mission, the 
American force will not engage in combat. It 
may, however, exercise the right of self-de
fense and will be equipped accordingly. 
These forces will operate in close coordina
tion with the Lebanese Armed Forces, as 
well as with comparably sized French and 
Italian military contingents in the Multina
tional Force. Although it is not possible at 
this time to predict the precise duration of 
the presence of U.S. forces in Beirut, our 
agreement with the Government of Leba
non makes clear that they will be needed 
only for a limited period to meet the urgent 
requirements posed by the current situa
tion. 

I want to emphasize that, as was the case 
of the deployment of U.S. forces to Lebanon 
in August as part of the earlier multination
al force, there is no intention or expectation 
that U.S. Armed Forces will become in
volved in hostilities. They are in Lebanon at 
the formal request of the Government of 
Lebanon, and our agreement with the Gov
ernment of Lebanon expressly rules out any 
combat responsibilities for the U.S. forces. 
All armed elements in the area have given 
assurances that they will refrain from hos
tilities and will not interfere with the activi-

ties of the Multinational Force. Although 
isolated acts of violence can never be ruled 
out, all appropriate precautions have been 
taken to ensure the safety of U.S. military 
personnel during their temporary deploy
ment in Lebanon. 

This deployment of the United States 
Armed Forces is being undertaken pursuant 
to the President's constitutional authority 
with respect to the conduct of foreign rela
tions and as Commander-in-Chief of the 
United States Armed Forces. 

I believe that this step will support the 
objective of helping to restore the territori
al integrity, sovereignty, and political inde
pendence of Lebanon. It is part of the con
tinuing efforts of the United States Govern
ment to bring lasting peace to that troubled 
country, which has too long endured the 
trials of civil strife and armed conflict. 

Sincerely, 
RONALD REAGAN. 

Mr. SARBANES. I urge my col
leagues to read these two letters, the 
one of September 29, 1982, and the 
one of August 30, 1983, very carefully 
and in particular to compare the ex
pansion of the role for our forces 
which has taken place in the course of 
a year with respect to these two let
ters. 

I thank the Senator for yielding. 
Mr. PERCY addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

Senator from Illinois is recognized. 
Mr. PERCY. I understand that the 

distinguished Senator from Indiana 
would like to ask for time in his own 
right. 

Mr. QUAYLE. Yes. I thank the 
chairman of the committee and the 
distinguished Senator from Illinois, 
my friend, for yielding time. 

Mr. President, I should like for the 
moment to get away from the legal
technical discussion on the War 
Powers Act, to get away from the dis
cussion of whether it ought to be 6 
months or 18 months, and instead to 
talk about the policy that we have in 
Lebanon and to focus on that policy. 

It is very difficult when one begins 
speaking about a policy in Lebanon to 
decide just where to begin. But I think 
for this debate, we should start when 
the Israeli defense forces went into 
Lebanon with the idea of eradicating 
the PLO. Their single goal was to ex
tricate from Lebanon that terrorist 
group which had obviously become a 
sincere threat to Israel's northern 
border. 

I have said time and again, Israel in 
many respects struck a blow for free
dom by what they did to the PLO. 
They chose a military solution, and 
with it all of the tragedy and the 
human misery that goes along with 
such a decision. The loss of human life 
and all of the pain suffered by so 
many was certainly unfortunate, but I 
do believe they did do something very, 
very constructive. That is, from a mili
tary point of view, they crushed the 
PLO. This led to our first entrance 
into Lebanon when we were asked in 

August of 1982 to assist in the PLO 
withdrawal. 

Since that time, the facts are fairly 
well-known. Our Marines left Beirut 
after being there less than 30 days. 
Then several events happened which 
led to the return of the Marines. On 
September 16, Bashir Gemayel was as
sassinated, followed shortly by the 
massacre in the Palestinian refugee 
camps of Sabra and Shatila, and then 
on September 20 the Government of 
Lebanon requested that the United 
States, the French, and the Italians 
contribute forces to another multina
tional force. The Marines went back 
into Lebanon, and they are still there 
today. 

The Lebanese Government asked 
the United States, the French and the 
Italians to contribute troops, to pro
vide a multinational force to stabilize 
the situation. The troops were put in 
Lebanon to act as a peacekeeping 
force and in essence to support the 
Gemayel government and the Leba
nese Armed Forces. 

We have a communication from the 
President on September 29 outlining 
his policy concerning Lebanon. About 
the 1,200 marines that took over the 
Beirut Airport he says: 

In carrying out this mission, the American 
force will not engage in combat. It may, 
however, exercise the right of self-defense 
and will be equipped accordingly. 

Furthermore, the President said: 
"There is no intention nor expectation 
that the U.S. Armed Forces will 
become involved in hostilities." 

We all know what the situation is 
today. The policy at the time was to 
have a strong centralized Lebanese 
Government and the withdrawal of all 
foreign forces-Syrians, PLO, Israe
lis-and eventually, when there is sta
bility, the multinational force would 
go home as well. That was the policy 
then, and so far as I can determine, it 
is the policy today. 

However, much has happened since 
the introduction of the multinational 
forces in 1982 and the present situa
tion we find ourselves in today. Thus 
the reason for this debate. 

There is another important fact that 
should be mentioned. On June 27, 
1983, the President signed into law the 
Lebanon Emergency Assistance Act. 
This act provides for $100 million in 
military aid loans and $150 million in 
economic aid to Lebanon. It also re
quires authorization by Congress for 
"any substantial change in the 
number or role of U.S. Armed Forces 
in Lebanon." 

Mr. President, I have two problems 
with the current debate. First, I am 
not particularly enamored with the 
War Powers Act. As a matter of fact, I 
think it is a very clumsy piece of legis
lation. It has also been suggested-and 
I happen to be one of those who 
agree-that part of the War Powers 
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Act, particularly section 5, may be un
constitutional due to the recent Su
preme Court determination on the leg
islative veto. 

This resolution attempts to comply 
with the War Powers Act by reaching 
a compromise that the President and 
Congress can live with. And, though I 
am not one who is a champion of this 
act, it is the law of the land, and we 
must comply with it. 

My second point, the point I have 
the most trouble with is the idea of a 
mandatory time limitation on our 
amendment. I think they are some
times counterproductive and would be 
counterproductive in this case. My big
gest problem is that I do not want to 
completely ratify the present policy 
we now have in Lebanon. 

In fact, I do want to express some 
disenchantment with what I perceive 
as the continuation of a policy that 
has not changed over the months. 

As I said, the policy and the pro
nouncements and the articulation of 
the policy today is the same as it was 1 
year ago, yet many different things 
have happened in the past year. 

It appears to me that there are three 
courses to choose from. We can pursue 
the status quo. And it is indeed my 
hope that the cease-fire will lead to 
stability and then to the objective of 
the administration-a strong central 
government and the withdrawal of all 
foreign forces. 

If there is another outbreak of fight
ing; we could escalate our involvement. 
We could then opt-though the Presi
dent says he is not going to-for a mili
tary solution in hopes of forcing the 
Syrians out. The Gemayel government 
has even called for the Syrians to 
withdraw. 

At this point, I am not sure that 
anybody can explain to me how we are 
going to get the Syrians out of Leba
non. A military option is not even 
being contemplated, is not even being 
suggested by this Senator, and is not 
even being suggested by the adminis
tration. As a matter of fact, we have 
been told that they are not going to 
impose military solutions in Lebanon. 

Therefore, we are left with the other 
option, and that is an option to with
draw. I certainly would not want to 
have an immediate withdrawal, with 
the idea that you are ducking and run
ning under fire. 

I believe that we are really ap
proaching a time when we will have to 
consider and pursue policies to have 
what I call an organized withdrawal 
from Lebanon over a period of time. I 
believe that is the option that prob
ably will have to be pursued. The defi
nition of organized withdrawal can be 
as broad or as narrow as one interprets 
it, and I am inclined to give it a very 
broad definition at this time. 

By having a vote up or down on the 
resolution, I say again that if the 
policy is the same, and it has not 

1 

changed, and yet all the facts and 
events have changed, then I am not 
sure that I want to give a carte 
blanche endorsement to what is going 
on, how it has been conducted, and 
what I think is going to go on in the 
future. 

I realize the seriousness of the prob
lem we have. The Senate realizes the 
seriousness of the problem we are 
facing. It is not an easy problem. But 
we are left, basically, with the two op
tions, the latter option being to pursue 
some sort of organized withdrawal. 

I hope that as the debate goes on, 
perhaps we can have a more genuine 
focusing on what our policies really 
are. If, in fact, those policies are going 
to change to face reality, to face the 
reality that perhaps the 50,000 Syr
ians are not going to withdraw from 
Lebanon, and if you cannot get the 
50,000 Syrians out of Lebanon, then 
what do you have? That is the ques
tion. That is the issue. If you cannot 
get the Syrians out of Lebanon, then 
what are going to be the policies? 

Time and time again during the ne
gotiations, I was told, "Don't worry 
about the Syrians. If we can get the Is
raelis to agree to withdraw, we will be 
able to get the Syrians out." That 
hardly proved to be the case. I do not 
know how many times I was told-and 
I know others were told-"Don't 
worry. If we just get the Israelis to 
agree to this, to a withdrawal, we will 
be able to get the Syrians out, because 
they don't want the Israelis in Leba
non any more than we do." 

Assad proved to be a far tougher ne
gotiator than we originally had antici
pated. So if we cannot get the Syrians 
out, then what is going to be our 
policy in the near term? If we can get 
the Syrians out, I would like to know 
how. I would like to know how we are 
going to bring the leverage on Syria to 
get out. 

There has been a cease-fire, and that 
is progress and I hope it continues. 

However, I just wanted to be one to 
begin to raise the question on our 
policy. I do not want to get encum
bered in the legal technicalities of the 
War Powers Act, and I want to know 
what is our policy in Lebanon and 
what should it be? 

At this juncture, I, for one, am not 
in complete support of or in agree
ment with the policies that have been 
articulated. 

Mr. President, it is not going to be 
an easy couple of days. I believe more 
of us who feel the way I do will be 
speaking up, will be making state
ments along these lines, focusing on 
what our policy should be, and want
ing to know what they are before we 
endorse any kind of compromise and 
to say, "Go ahead; everything is well," 
because everything is not well. We 
have problems, and they are serious 
problems. 

Mr. PELL. Mr. President, I rise to 
join those opposing Senate Joint Reso
lution 159 as before us. My reasons for 
opposing the resolution in its present 
form are that first, the scope of the 
authority intended to be given to the 
President is too broad and ill defined, 
and second, the time period for this in
tended authority is too long. 

On the first point, I agree whole
heartedly with the minority leader's 
observation of a few days ago that the 
provision in section 3 permitting the 
President to undertake such protective 
measures as may be necessary to 
insure the safety of the Multilateral 
Force in Lebanon constitutes a loop
hole big enough for Amtrak to drive 
through. This language is so loose that 
almost any action taken by the Presi
dent could be justified by him as nec
essary to protect the Multilateral 
Force which, I would like to remind 
my colleagues, consists of Italian, 
French, and British forces in addition 
to United States forces. 

I also share the concern of many of 
my colleagues about the disturbing im
plications of the exchange that Sena
tor SARBANES had with Secretary of 
State Shultz during the committee 
hearing on September 21. During that 
exchange, Secretary Shultz refused to 
concede that the authority contained 
in the resolution is either necessary or 
binding. He would not, for example, 
recognize the need for a new authori
zation if our forces are to remain in 
Lebanon beyond 18 months. Moreover, 
the wording of the resolution which is 
cast only in terms of Congress views 
on the applicability of the war powers 
resolution, sets the stage for the Presi
dent to avow, as has already been said 
in his behalf he would do, that by 
signing the resolution he is not really 
bound by the war powers resolution. 

Thus, by passing the Baker-Percy 
resolution, the Congress would permit 
the President to claim that he is oper
ating with full congressional sanction 
while at the same time denying that 
Congress has the legal authority to de
termine whether or for how long U.S. 
forces are to remain in Lebanon. That, 
Mr. President, brings back painful 
memories to me of the blank check au
thority that the Congress gave to 
President Johnson in the Gulf of 
Tonkin resolution of 1964. This, how
ever, is an 18-month Gulf of Tonkin 
resolution which is better but still I 
believe not correct. 

My concern in this regard is height
ened by a statement made over the 
weekend by Secretary Shultz. He said 
that U.S. forces should remain in Leb
anon until there is stability in that 
country. But except for the period be
tween the two world wars, there has 
been no real stability in Lebanon from 
the time of the Crusades a good many 
centuries ago. Secretary Shultz also 
said that our marines could have a 
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role in Lebanon even after all foreign 
forces have left Lebanon and after the 
Lebanese Armed Forces have taken 
charge in all of Lebanon. A senior ad
ministration official, quoted in the 
New York Times of September 25, ad
mitted that Secretary Shultz's state
ments "could mean an indefinite com
mitment to remain • • • ." Thus, the 
Congress is on notice that a commit
ment beyond 18 months and very 
likely beyond the geographical area 
currently limited to the Beirut area is 
contemplated. If the Congress does 
not demand to know exactly what the 
role of U.S. forces in Lebanon is going 
to be, I fear that the administration 
will make new commitments to the 
Lebanese Government that the Con
gress would be hard put not to support 
whether we like them or not. In short, 
we should know a lot more about ex
actly what the President intends the 
marines to do before we participate in 
an action putting the lives of Ameri
can marines at risk. 

My second reason for opposing this 
resolution is the long time period au
thorized for the U.S. presence in Leba
non. Because of the administration's 
evasiveness on the legal effect of the 
18-month authorization, the Congress 
should attempt to resolve that issue as 
soon as possible; and 6 months would 
be a reasonable time in my view to do 
that. Even if there were no question 
about whether the administration is 
bound by- the 18-month stipulation, I 
believe that a 6-month authorization 
would be preferable. 

Despite the announcement of a 
cease-fire in Lebanon, the situation in 
that country is highly volatile; and it 
would be prudent on our part to 
review the bidding on the U.S. pres
ence sooner rather than later. It has 
been argued that a 6-month authoriza
tion would endanger our marines by 
inviting attacks on them in an effort 
to undermine the American public's 
support for their presence. I find this 
argument unpersuasive, for it could 
also be argued that it is the prospect 
of a long-term U.S. presence with no 
clearly defined limits of activity that is 
most likely to provoke an attack on 
our marines. 

If the administration had offered a 
clearly defined mission in Lebanon for 
the U.S. Armed Forces and had also 
acknowledged its legal obligations 
under the war powers resolution, such 
a limited authorization might be un
necessary. But if the Baker-Percy for
mulation is to be adopted, it should 
certainly stipulate a duration short 
enough to require Congress to review 
soon the crucial questions surrounding 
the American involvement in Lebanon. 

For these reasons, I proposed in the 
Foreign Relations Committee that the 
authorization be for 6 months instead 
of 18 months. The committee initially 
adopted my amendment. However, my 
amendment was reconsidered and then 

defeated. In the absence of a short
ened period of authorization or some 
other measure to improve the resolu
tion, I cannot support it. 

Mr. President, I suggest the absence 
of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to 
call the roll. 

Mr. PERCY. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER <Mr. 
SYMMs). Without objection, it is so or
dered. 

Mr. PERCY. Mr. President, I just 
consulted with the ranking minority 
member of the Foreign Relations 
Committee. On our side as well as on 
his side, we know of no further Sena
tors who wish to speak today. 

We wish to certainly indicate at this 
time the floor is available for Senators 
who wish to come down to speak. They 
should indicate immediately by tele
phoning the Cloak Room that they 
intend to come down so that we can 
keep the Senate in session. 

We do not want to cut anyone off. 
On the other hand, we do not want to 
needlessly stay in session if there is no 
further business to be conducted on 
the war powers resolution. 

Mr. President, I suggest the absence 
of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to 
call the roll. 

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With
out objection, it is so ordered. 

ORDER FOR ROUTINE MORNING 
BUSINESS UNTIL 9:40 A.M. TO
MORROW 
Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, there 

is an order, I understand, for tomor
row morning. I ask unanimous consent 
that the time for routine morning 
business be stated in that order not to 
extend beyond 9:40 a.m. with state
ments therein limited to 1 minute 
each. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With
out objection, it is so ordered. 

HENRY M. JACKSON 
FOUNDATION 

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I send 
to the desk a bill <S. 1894> and ask 
unanimous consent that it be placed 
on the calendar. · 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With
out objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr . BYRD. Is this the bill that des
ignates the Foundation for the Ad
vancement of Military Medicine as the 
Henry M. Jackson Foundation? 

Mr. STEVENS. It is that bill. 

Mr. BYRD. I have no objection. 
Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, on 

behalf of myself, Senator NUNN, the 
ranking minority member of the Com
mittee on Armed Services, and all 
other members of the committee, I am 
introducing today legislation that will 
rename the Foundation for the Ad
vancement of Military Medicine for 
Senator Henry M. Jackson of Wash
ington. On May 27, 1983, President 
Reagan signed into law S. 653 which 
created the Foundation. That legisla
tion was authored by Senator Jackson, 
and its purpose was to attract private 
contributions for the use of the Uni
formed Services University of the 
Health Sciences and for research re
lated to military medicine. 

Senator Jackson had written S. 653 
to provide that four of the members of 
the Council of Directors of the Foun
dation would be the chairman and 
ranking minority members of the 
Committees on Armed Services in the 
House and the Senate. I personally 
think that he included this particular 
provision because he himself was look
ing forward with great interest to 
being a member of the Council and to 
assisting the Foundation in its work. It 
is noteworthy that this would not 
have been service in Senator Jackson's 
official capacity as a U.S. Senator, but 
would have been an activity in support 
of a private charitable foundation 
whose work Senator Jackson wanted 
to further. I think that it is indicative 
of the kind of person that Senator 
Jackson was that he would want to 
give of his own limited time to assist a 
worthy cause like this one. 

Since Senator Jackson authored the 
legislation to create the Foundation, I 
think it would be particularly appro
priate that the Foundation be named 
for him. In this way, there will be a 
permanent identification of his inter
est in military medicine and his sup
port for the Uniformed Services Uni
versity of the Health Sciences. 

Since this measure is cosponsored by 
all members of the Armed Services 
Committee, I urge my colleagues to 
pass this legislation and to send it to 
the House of Representatives as soon 
as possible. 

Mr. NUNN. Mr. President, I am very 
pleased to join Senator TowER in in
troducing on behalf of all of our col
leagues on the Armed Services Com-

. mittee a bill to rename the "Founda
tion for the Advancement of Military 
Medicine" the "Henry M. Jackson 
Foundation for the Advancement of 
Military Medicine." 

The Foundation for the Advance
ment of Military Medicine is a non
profit, .charitable, educational, and re
search foundation supporting the pur
poses of the Uniformed Services Uni
versity of the Health Sciences. The 
legislation establishing this founda
tion was passed by the Congress earli-
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er this year. This legislation was draft
ed and introduced by Senator Jackson, 
and its passage was due in large part 
to his personal interest and attention. 

Senator Jackson approached all his 
work with a youthful energy, but he 
had a special intellectual fascination 
with the field of medicine. Through
out his lifetime, he delighted at ad
vancements in medicine that led to 
higher quality health care for all 
Americans. As a legislator, he helped 
with those advancements. He was 
proud of his legislation which put the 
prohibitive cost of kidney dialysis 
treatment within reach for all those in 
need and he continued to receive 
honors for the improvements in 
health care that came about as a 
result of his expansive Indian Health 
Care Act. 

The Foundation for the Advance
ment of Military Medicine stands as 
one of many examples of Senator 
Jackson's lifelong interest and com
mitment to medical research and qual
ity health care for Americans in all 
walks of life. Senator Jackson envi
sioned that the Foundation would 
become a center of extraordinary lead
ership in the field of medical research 
which would benefit both the military 
and civilian communities. And he envi
sioned it as a center of hope for those 
in need of services not yet developed. 
It is thus highly fitting that Congress 
designate this foundation the "Henry 
M. Jackson Foundation for the Ad
vancement of Military Medicine." 

Mr. President, Mrs. Jackson believes 
that this would be a very appropriate 
memorial to her husband. Dr. Jay San
ford, the president of the Uniformed 
Services University with which the 
Foundation will be affiliated, has also 
endorsed this measure. 

I hope all Senators will join us on 
the Armed Services Committee in sup
porting this bill honoring the memory 
of our late revered colleague from 
Washington, Senator Henry Jackson. 

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I am 
pleased to join with my colleagues in 
sponsoring this legislation to rename 
the Foundation for the Advancement 
of Military Medicine in honor of our 
late colleague, Senator Henry M. Jack
son. I can think of no more fitting 
tribute to Scoop Jackson. Many know 
of Scoop's contribution to our national 
security and defense policy. But equal
ly impressive was his concern and 
dedication to the problems of our Na
tion's health, and in particular, to im
proving the quality of military medi
cine. Through Scoop's efforts, Con
gress enacted in 1972 the Uniform 
Services Health Profession Revitaliza
tion Act, Public Law 92-426, and estab
lished the Uniformed Services Univer
sity of the Health Sciences. More re
cently, Senator Jackson was the 
author and driving force behind the 
enactment of S. 653, establishing the 
Foundation for the Advancement of 
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Military Medicine, which was signed 
into law May 27, 1983. The Founda
tion is a private, not-for-profit organi
zation which will help support re
search and the search for excellence in 
military medicine. 

Senator Jackson's interest in medi
cine and health was well known to all 
those who have worked with him 
during his career in the Senate. His 
personal physician, Col. Richard C. 
Dimond, M.D., who is Assistant Dean 
for Clinical Sciences and Associate 
Professor of Medicine at the Uniform 
Services University of the Health Sci
ences, summarized it best, and I would 
like to share his comments with my 
colleagues: 

COMMENTS OF COL. RICHARD C. DIMOND 

Senator Jackson was certainly well known 
for his boundless energy and enthusiasm, 
his incisive mind, his sense of propriety, and 
his love of life, family and country. Less 
well recognized among his many interests 
was his longstanding fascination with and 
his respect for the science and study of med
icine as well as the practice and art of heal
ing. Born in another time and place, he him
self might have been a physician. He did 
more than marvel at the complexities of the 
human body for he had a genuine yearning 
to understand its physiology and chemistry. 
He refused to endorse a simplistic relation
ship between diagnosis and treatment, and 
explored the details of pharmacology and 
surgery while underscoring the basic princi
ples of rational therapeutic decisions. He 
was genuinely interested in the problems of 
medical education and he recognized the 
process of scientific discovery, combined the 
art of asking meaningful questions, and the 
skill of answering them with meticulous cer
tainty, a process that by its very nature was 
often time consuming and costly. But he 
also recognized that the medical profession 
was founded upon a sense of commitment 
that was inherent to the doctor-patient rela
tionship and that the purpose of medical re
search was its translation into the art of 
healing. 

In view of his genuine concern for this 
country and his fascination with medicine, 
it is not surprising that it was Senator Jack
son who introduced recent legislation to es
tablish the Foundation for the Advance
ment of Military Medicine, an act designed 
to both promote and protect the health and 
well being of our uniformed services, a 
seemingly small yet visionary act that 
linked the strength and health of our coun
try with its future. 

Mr. President, the Armed Services 
Committee will shortly report this bill 
to the full Senate, and I know my cok 
leagues will join with us in acting to 
pay this fitting tribute to Senator 
Jackson. 

SENATE RESOLUTION 229 
PLACED ON THE CALENDAR 

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I send 
to the desk a resolution on behalf of 
the two Senators from Rhode Island 
and ask that it be placed on the calen
dar. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With
out objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, the reso
lution has to do with the America's 
Cup Series? 

Mr. STEVENS. The Senator is cor
rect. 

Mr. BYRD. I have no objection. 

MILITARY CONSTRUCTION AU
THORIZATION-CONFERENCE 
REPORT 
Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I 

submit a report of the committee of 
conference on H.R. 2972 and ask for 
its immediate consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
report will be stated. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
The committee of conference on the dis

agreeing votes of the two Houses on the 
amendment of the Senate to the bill <H.R. 
2972) to authorize certain construction at 
military installations for fiscal year 1984, 
and for other purposes, having met, after 
full and free conference, have agreed to rec
ommend and do recommend to their respec
tive Houses this report, signed by a majority 
of the conferees. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With
out objection, the Senate will proceed 
to the consideration of the conference 
report. 

<The conference report is printed in 
the House proceedings of the RECORD 
of September 19, 1983.) 

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, 
the conference report now before the 
Senate for consideration contains the 
annual authorization for military con
struction and family housing projects 
to support our military forces world
wide. 

The conference bill provides new au
thorization in the amount of 
$7,345,000,000, a reduction of $1.2 bil
lion from the President's request. 
These reductions are necessitated by 
the ceilings imposed on the defense 
function by the First Concurrent Res
olution on the Budget. While I person
ally dislike making reductions of this 
magnitude, the conference report does 
provide authorization for the most 
critical projects and will provide for 
making some progress against the $50 
billion military construction backlog. 

The details of the bill are included 
in the statement of managers and I 
invite my colleagues' attention to the 
conference report for more informa
tion. Let me highlight a few of the key 
provisions: 

The conference bill authorizes the 
construction of about $600 million in 
projects to be built only with prior
year appropriations or savings. Com
petition in the construction industry 
has resulted in extremely good bids 
for military construction projects pre
viously authorized and all of the serv
ices are generating savings which will 
be available for expenditure during 
the next fiscal year. This approach 
was used last year and has worked 
quite well. Under the savings provi-
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sions of this bill, the services have an 
excellent incentive to seek savings be
cause they can use the savings to build 
additional projects. 

Two new provisions have been in
cluded to encourage the services to 
enter into pilot programs for the pro
vision of military housing by the pri
vate sector. Under these provisions a 
private developer would enter into a 
long-term arrangement with the mili
tary to build, operate, and maintain 
housing. The developer would be reim
bursed by the Government under a 
lease arrangement, or by the housing 
occupants themselves with the Gov
ernment guaranteeing 97-percent oc
cupancy of the housing. Both options 
are carefully drawn with language re
quiring that proposed programs must 
prove cost effective and extraordinary 
congressional oversight requirements 
are included. 

In an effort to minimize the flow of 
U.S. dollars to other nations on over
seas projects, a requirement has been 
included that overseas family housing 
will be U.S. manufactured or factory
built housing. There are many U.S. 
homebuilders who can make units 
here and ship them overseas for erec
tion at virtually the same cost as if the 
same units were built by a foreign 
country. This provision should keep 
about $150 million, authorized for 
overseas housing, in the U.S. economy. 

Mr. President, I urge my colleagues 
to support this conference report. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the confer
ence report. 

The conference report was agreed to. 
Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I 

move to reconsider the vote by which 
the conference report was agreed to. 

Mr. BYRD. I move to lay that 
motion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

EXECUTIVE SESSION 
Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I ask 

my good friend, the distinguished 
Democratic leader, if it would meet 
with his concurrence if we ask the 
Senate. to go into executive session for 
the purpose of considering the two 
nominations on the calendar, Nos. 312 
and 314. 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, the nomi
nation of Mr. Philip Abrams to be 
Under Secretary of Housing and 
Urban Development has been cleared 
on this side. 

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Senate go 
into executive session for the purpose 
of considering that nomination. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With
out objection, it is so ordered. 

The nomination will be stated. 

DEPARTMENT OF HOUSING AND 
URBAN DEVELOPMENT 

The legislative clerk read the nomi
nation of Philip Abrams, of Massachu
setts, to be Under Secretary of Hous
ing and Urban Development. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With
out objection, the nomination is con
sidered and confirmed. 

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I 
move to reconsider the vote by which 
the nomination was confirmed. 

Mr. BYRD. I move to lay that 
motion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the President 
be immediately notified of the confir
mation of this nomination. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With
out objection, it is so ordered. 

LEGISLATIVE SESSION 
Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the Senate 
return to legislative session. 

There being no objection, the Senate 
resumed the consideration of legisla
tive business. 

ORDER FOR DISCHARGE OF H.R. 
2077 

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that H.R. 2077 be 
discharged from the Committee on 
Governmental Affairs and placed on 
the calendar. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With
out objection, it is so ordered. 

PUT SOME SOUTH IN YOUR 
MOUTH 

Mr. HEFLIN. Mr. President, being a 
Senator from a State which bills itself 
as the "Heart of Dixie," I am always 
glad to share colorful impressions of 
southern life with those Members of 
this distinguished body who may not 
be fortunate enough to also hail from 
the Deep South. 

I am sure, Mr. President, that all of 
my colleagues are familiar with the 
television actor, George "Goober" 
Lindsey, who has appeared on televi
sion shows such as the "Andy Griffith 
Show." Of course, all may not be 
aware that George Lindsey is a native 
of my home State of Alabama. He is a 
graduate of the University of North 
Alabama. He annually is in charge of a 
charity golf tournament in Montgom
ery, Ala., that raises money for char
ities. He also has been selected as "Ala
bama's Citizen of the Year" by the 
Alabama Cable TV Association. Not 
long ago, it was my pleasure to hear 
the singing of a song composed by this 
same Goober Lindsey. In his unique 
humorous style, Goober has succeeded 
in conveying a colorful and delightful 

impression of a bit of Southern cul
ture. 

The song's title is "Put Some South 
in Your Mouth," and, at this time, Mr. 
President, I would like to share the 
words of the song with my colleagues: 

PuT SOME SoUTH IN YoUR MoUTH 
<By George "Goober" Lindsey) 

I never wrote a song before, 
Couldn't make it rhyme. 
But Merle and Roy and Hank and George, 
They do it all the time. 
Jails and love, trains and cars, 
They live what they write, 
Faded love and Rocky Top, 
Help me make it through the night. 

I can't write words like that, 
I know I'll do it wrong, 
But what I wrote I know real well, 
And I hope you'll like my song. 

CHORUS 

Put some South in your mouth, 
Put some Dixie in your talk, 
Let me hear your Southern drawl 
When you say y'all. 
Put a smile on your face, 
Don't forget to say the grace, 
Let me hear it good and loud, 
Put some South in your mouth. 
I dreamed St. Peter stopped me, 
Wouldn't let me in the gate. 
After all my fancy words, 
He said you'll just have to wait. 
I know how long you've waited 
And just how good you've been, 
There's just one thing you must do 
Before you walk on in. 

Put some South in your mouth, 
Put some Dixie in your talk, 
Let me hear your Southern drawl 
When you say Y'all. 
Put a smile on your face, 
Don't forget to say the grace, 
Let me hear it good and loud, 
Put some South in your mouth. 
Put some South in your mouth, 
Let me shout it good and loud, 
Let me hear some good ole 
Down home country slang. 
Pass the cat biscuits please, 
And say "more collard greens" 
And that pleases any crowd, 
Put some South in your mouth. 
Put some South in your mouth, 
Put some "Dixie in your talk, 
Let me hear your Southern drawl 
When you say Y'all. 
Put a smile on your face, 
Don't forget to say the grace, 
Let me hear it good and loud, 
Put some South in your mouth. 

Mr. President, I wish I could do true 
justice to this song. I am glad, howev
er, to be able to share these thoughts 
with the other Members of the 
Senate. 

DISABILITY CONTINUATION OF 
BENEFITS EXTENSION 

Mr. D'AMATO. Mr. President, I am 
pleased to add my name as a cosponsor 
of S. 1843, which extends by 3 months 
the cutoff date for social security title 
II disability determinations under the 
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provision allowing continued payment 
of benefits during the appeal process. 

I received many letters from New 
Yorkers facing difficult situations as a 
result of the disability review process. 
It is for this reason that, last Con
gress, I cosponsored S. 2585, a bill to 
allow payment of social security dis
ability benefits until an administrative 
law judge decided whether to reverse 
the prior benefit termination decision. 
S. 2585_ was added as an amendment to 
H.R. 7093, which passed in the closing 
days of the lameduck session. Howev
er, the bill contained a stipulation that 
the continuation of benefits provision 
would apply only to termination deci
sions made before October 1, 1983. It 
was hoped, at that time, that Congress 
would enact comprehensive disability 
reform legislation by now. 

While Congress is moving rapidly on 
a comprehensive disability reform 
package, it is unlikely that such a 
measure would be adopted before Oc
tober 1. By extending the deadline by 
3 additional months, we would allevi
ate any unnecessary confusion in the 
minds of disability recipients as to the 
protection offered them under the law 
and we would reaffirm our intention 
to make this provision a permanent 
part of the disability process. 

Mr. President, I urge my colleagues 
to support this important bill. 

MESSAGES FROM THE 
PRESIDENT 

military construction for the Depart
ment of Defense for the fiscal year 
ending September 30, 1984, and for 
other purposes; it recedes from its dis
agreement to the amendments of the 
Senate numbered 7, 15, 21, 53, 55, 56, 
and 57 to the bill, and agrees thereto, 
each with an amendment, in which it 
requests the concurrence of the 
Senate. 

ENROLLED BILL SIGNED 
The message also announced that 

the Speaker has signed the following 
enrolled bill: 

S. 1625. An act to amend the District of 
Columbia Retirement Reform Act. 

The enrolled bill was subsequently 
signed by the President pro tempore 
(Mr. THuRMOND). 

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES 
The following reports of committees 

were submitted: 
By Mr. HATCH, from the Committee on 

Labor and Human Resources, with an 
amendment in the nature of a substitute: 

S. 564. A bill to establish a United States 
Academy of Peace <Rept. No. 98-244>. 

By Mr. KASTEN, from the Committee on 
Appropriations, without amendment. 

S. 1892. An original bill making appropria
tions for foreign assistance and related pro
grams for the fiscal year ending September 
30, 1984, and for other purposes <Rept. No. 
98-245). 

EXECUTIVE REPORTS OF 
COMMITTEES 

Messages from the President of the 
United States were communicated to The following executive reports of 
the Senate by Mr. Saunders, one of his committees were submitted: 
secretaries. By Mr. GARN, from the Committee on 

Banking, Housing, and Urban Affairs: 

EXECUTIVE MESSAGES 
REFERRED 

As in executive session, the Acting 
President pro tempore laid before the 
Senate messages from the President of 
the United States submitting sundry 
nominations which were referred to 
the appropriate committees. 

<The nominations received today are 
printed at the end of the Senate pro
ceedings.) 

MESSAGES FROM THE HOUSE 
At 3:23 p.m., a message from the 

House of Representatives, delivered by 
Ms. Goetz, one of its reading clerks, 
announced that the House has passed 
the following bill, without amend
ment: 

S. 1625 An act to amend the District of 
Columbia Retirement Reform Act. 

At 5:42 p.m., a message from the 
House of Representatives, delivered by 
Ms. Goetz, · announced that the House 
has agreed to the report of the com
mittee of conference on the disagree
ing votes of the two Houses on the 
amendments of the Senate to the bill 
<H.R. 3263) making appropriations for 

Richard L. McElheny, of Arizona, to be an 
Assistant Secretary of Commerce. 

<The above nomination was reported 
from the Committee on Banking, 
Housing, and Urban Affairs with the 
recommendation that it be confirmed, 
subject to the nominee's commitment 
to respond to requests to appear and 
testify before any duly constituted 

. committee of the Senate.) 

INTRODUCTION OF BILLS AND 
JOINT RESOLUTIONS 

The following bills and joint resolu
tions were introduced, read the first 
and second time by unanimous con
sent, and referred as indicated: 

By Mr. THURMOND: 
S. 1889. A bill to amend the act authoriz

ing the establishment of the Congaree 
Swamp National Monument to provide that 
at such time as the principal visitor center is 
established, such center shall be designated 
as the "Harry R. E. Hampton Visitor 
Center"; to the Committee on Energy and 
Natural Resources. 

By Mr. BENTSEN: 
S. 1890. A bill to provide that any widowed 

spouse of a former employee of the light
house Service may receive an annuity; to 
the Committee on Commerce, Science, and 
Transportation. 

By Mrs. HAWKINS: 
S. 1891. A bill to provide that interest 

shall be paid with respect to underpayments 
of social security benefits; to the Committee 
on Finance. 

By Mr. KASTEN from the Committee 
on Appropriations: 

S. 1892. An original bill making appropria
tions for foreign assistance and related pro
grams for the fiscal year ending September 
30, 1984, and for other purposes; placed on 
the calendar. 

By Mr. D'AMATO <.for himself, Mr. 
RoTH, Mr. EAST, Mrs. HAWKINS, and 
Mr. SYMMS): 

S. 1893. A bill to prohibit foreign assist
ance to any member country of the United 
Nations that fails to vote in favor of resolu
tions deploring the Soviet attack on Korean 
Air Lines flight 007, or has failed to vote in 
favor of such resolutions already consid
ered; to the Committee on Foreign Rela
tions. 

By Mr. STEVENS (for Mr. ToWER) 
<for himself, Mr. THURMOND, Mr. 
GOLDWATER, Mr. WARNER, Mr. HUM
PHREY, Mr. CoHEN, Mr. JEPSEN, Mr. 
QUAYLE, Mr. EAST, Mr. WILSON, Mr. 
NUNN, Mr. STENNIS, Mr. HART, Mr. 
EXON, Mr. LEVIN, Mr. KENNEDY, and 
Mr. BINGAMAN): 

S. 1894. A bill to designate the Foundation 
for the Advancement of Military Medicine 
as the "Henry M. Jackson Foundation for 
the Advancement of Military Medicine", 
and for other purposes; read twice and 
placed on the calendar. 

By Mr. BENTSEN (for himself, Mr. 
TOWER, and Mr. BOREN): 

S. 1895. A bill to amend the Consolidated 
Farm and Rural Development Act to pro
vide for emergency feed assistance in natu
ral disaster areas, and for other purposes; to 
the Committee on Agriculture, Nutrition, 
and Forestry. 

By Mr. TSONGAS (for himself, Mr. 
CRANSTON,Mr.~.Mr.LEAHY, and 
Mr. LEVIN): 

S. 1896. A bill to establish a Select Com
mission to examine the issues associated 
with voluntary service; to the Committee on 
Labor and Human Resources. 

By Mr. BAKER (for himself, Mr. 
BYRD, Mr. GORTON, Mr. PACKWOOD, 
Mr. HoLLINGS, Mr. HEFLIN, Mr. 
GOLDWATER, Mrs. KASSEBAUM, Mr. 
KASTEN, Mr. STEVENS, Mr. TRIBLE, 
Mr. PREssLER, Mr. INoUYE, Mr. LoNG, 
Mr. RIEGLE, Mr. LAUTENBERG, Mr . 
GLENN, Mr. WILSON, Mrs. HAWKINS, 
Mr. DENTON, Mr. TOWER, Mr. BENT
SEN, Mr. CHILES, Mr. CoHEN, Mr. 
CocHRAN, Mr. STENNIS, Mr. WARNER, 
Mr. MATHIAS, Mr. LAxALT, Mr. HUM
PHREY, Mr. NUNN, Mr. JoHNSTON, Mr. 
QuAYLE, and Mr. THuRMOND): 

S.J. Res. 170. Joint resolution commemo
rating the 25th anniversary of the National 
Aeronautics and Space Administration; read 
twice and placed on the calendar. 

SUBMISSION OF CONCURRENT 
AND SENATE RESOLUTIONS 

The following concurrent resolutions 
and Senate resolutions were read, and 
referred <or acted upon), as indicated: 

By Mr. STEVENS <for Mr. CHAFEE) 
<for himself and Mr. ~>: 

S. Res. 229. Resolution relating to the 
America's Cup yachting series; submitted 
and placed on the calendar. 
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By Mr. DOMENICI <for himself and 

Mr. BINGAMAN): 
S. Res. 230. Resolution to commend Eve 

Ball; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

STATEMENTS ON INTRODUCED 
BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTIONS 

By Mr. THURMOND: 
S. 1889. A bill to amend the act au

thorizing the establishment of the 
Congaree Swamp National Monument 
to provide that at such time as the 
principal visitor center is established, 
such center shall be designated as the 
"Harry R. E. Hampton Visitor 
Center"; to the Committee on Energy 
and Natural Resources. 

HARRY R. E. HAMPTON VISITOR CENTER 

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, I 
am pleased to introduce legislation 
today which would name the visitor 
center in Congaree Swamp National 
Monument after one of South Caroli
na's great naturalists, Mr. Harry Rut
ledge Elliott Hampton. 

Harry Hampton was born near Co
lumbia, S.C., on July 8, 1897, and died 
in 1980. After earning a B.A. degree in 
English from the University of South 
Carolina, he worked as a reporter, col
umnist. and coeditor for the State 
newspaper, writing his "Woods and 
Water" column for more than 30 
years. 

Until his death, Harry Hampton 
worked tirelessly for the cause of con
servation. In 1931, he helped create 
the South Carolina Game and Fish As
sociation, and was active in the forma
tion of the State's wildlife and marine 
resources department. He began his ef
forts on behalf of Congaree Swamp in 
1954. For more than 20 years, he at
tended meetings, made speeches, 
wrote articles, and personally escorted 
people into the swamp to document 
trees, birds, and other wildlife, all to 
stimulate an awareness of the area's 
beauty and value as a prime example 
of a southern hardwood forested 
swamp. 

Due in part to the efforts of Harry 
Hampton in building public awareness 
and support, Congress passed an act in 
1976 establishing the Congaree Swamp 
National Monument. I was pleased to 
be the author of this legislation. 

Mr. President, it is entirely fitting 
that, when it is completed, the visitor 
center in Congaree Swamp National 
Monument be named after this man 
who devoted so much of his life to 
making this area accessible to the 
American people. I commend this 
measure to my colleagues in the 
Senate, and ask unanimous consent 
that a copy of the bill be printed in 
the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the bill 
was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

s. 1889 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of 

Representatives of the United States of 

America in Congress assembled, That sec
tion 3 of the Act approved October 18, 1976 
(90 Stat. 2517), is amended by adding at the 
end the following new subsection: 

"<c> At such time as the principal visitor 
center at such monument is established, 
such center shall be designated as the 
"Harry R. E. Hampton Visitor Center." 

By Mr. BENTSEN: 
S. 1890. As bill to provide that any 

widowed spouse of a former employee 
of the Lighthouse Service may receive 
an annuity; to the Committee on Com
merce, Science, and Transportation. 
ANNUITIES FOR WIDOWED SPOUSES OF FORMER 

EMPLOYEES OF THE LIGHTHOUSE SERVICE 

e Mr. BENTSEN. Mr. President, 
today I am introducing a bill to amend 
the lighthouse retirement system to 
permit widowed spouses of former em
ployees of the Lighthouse Service, 
who are not now eligible, to receive a 
survivor's annuity. Under current law, 
only widows who were married to 
lighthouse employees before those em
ployees retired may receive survivor 
benefits. That, I believe, is unfair, and, 
when we compare the lighthouse re
tirement system to other governmen
tal retirement programs, anachronistic 
as well. 

The Federal lighthouse system was 
created by an act of Congress on 
August 7, 1789. There was no provi
sion, however, for retiring lighthouse 
employees until 1918, when Congress 
established the lighthouse retirement 
system. That system provided benefits 
for lighthouse employees age 65 with 
30 years of service. 

The Lighthouse Service ceased to be 
an independent bureau under the ju
risdiction of the Department of Com
merce in 1939, when the Coast Guard 
took over responsibility for staffing 
lighthouses. Employees of the Light
house Service were given the choice of 
joining the Coast Guard or retaining 
civilian status. Those employees, about 
half the total lighthouse keepers, who 
retained civilian status remained in 
the lighthouse retirement system 
which was then closed to further en
trants. Thus, through attrition, the 
lighthouse retirement system will 
eventually cease to exist. 

In 1950, 2 years after Congress es
tablished survivor benefits for certain 
survivors under the civil service retire
ment system <CSRS), it added similar 
benefits to the lighthouse retirement 
system. Periodically, these survivors 
benefits were raised, and since 1967 
the benefits have been increased for 
price inflation at the same time and 
the same percentage as CSRS annu
ities. Lighthouse widow's benefits are 
administered by the Office of Person
nel Management <OPM>. 

Benefits payable to survivors under 
the lighthouse survivor program are 
financed through the civil service re
tirement trust fund and are totally 
Government funded: No employee 
contributions to offset retirement 

costs are required and retirement an
nuities are not reduced to prc,vide ben
efits for survivors upon the death of 
the retiree. Lighthouse survivor bene
fits are $422 monthly, compared to an 
average of about $450 for widows of re
tired annuitants under CSRS. As 
noted, to be eligible for survivor's ben
efits, a widow of a lighthouse employ
ee must have been married to the em
ployee before retirement, and , she 
cannot remarry and remain eligible. 

The Coast Guard, in a letter to me, 
explained the rationale for the law by 
noting that the lighthouse keeper's 
wife frequently assisted in the per
formance of her husband's duties, 
thus implying that her survivor bene
fits were somehow earned. However, 
these survivor benefits terminate upon 
remarriage, a provision which implies 
that, first, the benefits are not earned 
rights, but are gratuities for women 
with a presumed need for them, and 
second, that remarriage ends the need 
for them. 

Today, there are six retired light
house keepers still receiving a pension 
from the lighthouse retirement 
system, whose wives are not eligible 
for survivor's benefits. They live in 
Texas, Rhode Island, Florida, Massa
chusetts, Maine, and Minnes0ta. In ad
dition to the 6, there are 28 more 
widows of retired lighthouse keepers 
of which the Coast Guard is aware, 
who do not recieve survivor's benefits 
because they married their husbands 
after they had retired. 

My bill, which amends title 33, 
United States Code, section 771, so 
that any widowed spouse of a former 
employee of the Lighthouse SerVice 
may receive an annuity, is based on 
several assumptions. The first is 
equity. Other governmental retire
ment programs including Federal civil 
service and military have been amend
ed to permit survivor's benefits to be 
extended to spouses married after re
tirement. In 1972, for example, Con
gress amended the military retirement 
plan by permitting retired service per
sonnel 18 months to select a survivor 
annuity. Although the selection of sur
vivor protection causes a reduction in 
retirement benefits, it is substantially 
less than what it actuarially costs, 
with the Government making up the 
difference. This is particularly rele
vant because lighthouse keepers 
became Coast Guard Servicemen after 
1939, and therefore, enjoy a more gen
erous retirement system than that of 
their civilian colleagues. 

Second, it can be argued that the 
lighthouse keepers have earned the 
extended retirement benefits. During 
their service, they were poorly paid. 
One Texas lighthouse keeper, for ex
ample, when he retired in 1961, only 
made $4,806 a year. If a wife of a light
house keeper has presumed need for 
survivor's benefits, which she loses if 
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she remarries, it is arbitrary to assume 
that the need no longer exists because 
her marriage occurred after her hus
band retired. The bill would also allow 
the lighthouse keeper's former spouse 
to remarry without losing her benefits 
in keeping with other governmental 
retirement programs. 

Finally, the lighthouse retirement 
system sets no precedent because it 
serves a closed group whose conditions 
are sui generis. It appears that when 
the Congress liberalized other Govern
ment retirement systems, the light
house keepers were overlooked. 

If the bill is enacted and survivor 
benefits are extended to 34 widows, 
the cost to the Government would be 
less than $200,000 annually. This cost 
would decline rapidly because the 
lighthouse retirement system has been 
closed to new entrants for over 40 
years, making its remaining partici
pants relatively advanced in age. 

The Congressional Research Service, 
which studied the lighthouse retire
ment system at my request, has con
cluded that: 

The prohibition against survivor protec
tion for postretirement marriages of light
house retirees is not without precedent, but 
given changes in other federal programs, 
. . . is somewhat anachronistic. 

I believe it is time to correct that. 
Mr. President, I request unanimous 

consent that the text of the bill be re
printed in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD. 

There being no objection, the bill 
was ordered to be printed in the 
REcORD, as follows: 

s. 1890 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of 

Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, That the 
first section of the Act of August 19, 1950 
(33 U.S.C. 771), is amended to read as fol
lows: 

"That where-
"(1) any former employee of the Light

house Service has died or shall hereafter die 
at a time when such former employee was 
receiving or was entitled to receive retire
ment pay under section 6 of the Act entitled 
'An Act to authorize aids to navigation and 
for other works in the Lighthouse Service, 
and for other purposes', approved June 20, 
1918 <33 U.S.C. 763>; and 

"(2) such former employee is survived by a 
spouse or former spouse with whom such 
former employee was married for more than 
one year, 
such surviving spouse, and each such former 
spouse, if any, shall be paid $422 per month, 
and any additional amount payable pursu
ant to the Act entitled 'An Act to increase 
the amount of benefits payable to widows of 
certain former employees of the Lighthouse 
Service, and thereafter to provide for cost
of-living increases in benefits payable to 
such widows and to such former employees', 
approved November 29, 1967, by the Secre
tary of the Treasury.".e 

By Mrs. HAWKINS: 
S. 1891. A bill to provide that inter

est shall be paid with respect to under
payments of social security benefits; to 
the Committee on Finance. 

INTEREST ON UNDERPAYMENTS OF SOCIAL 
SECURITY BENEFITS 

• Mrs. HAWKINS. Mr. President, 
today I am introducing legislation that 
will eliminate an inequity suffered by 
almost 5 million social security benefi
ciaries who are working to supplement 
their retirement incomes. 

Under current law, the Social Securi
ty Administration <SSA> is required to 
review periodically the earnings histo
ries of working beneficiaries to deter
mine if they are eligible for decreased 
or increased benefits. While the SSA 
proceeds with dispatch to lower bene
fits because beneficiaries earn more 
than the exempt $6,600 ceiling, it is 
years behind in making the calcula
tions required to raise benefits. In lit
erally millions of cases, beneficiaries 
who worked at home, worked part
time, or worked sporadically for sever
al years prior to receiving social securi
ty payments are entitled to higher 
benefits now than they are receiving. 
The SSA claims that computer foul
ups and changes in rules governing re
porting recent work histories of benfi
ciaries are causes of the delays. But 
the failure to keep the review process 
on schedule does not penalize SSA. It 
penalizes working beneficiaries who 
are forced to wait years before receiv
ing adjustments in their checks. 

When these adjustments are finally 
made, beneficiaries receive lump-sum 
checks for past-due benefits. But these 
recipients, who are deprived for years 
of the benefits they deserve through 
no fault of their own, are not compen
sated for the delays. A GAO report re
leased in April 1983 revealed that up 
to 4 million people were affected due 
to the delay in processing 1979 and 
1980 records alone. 

Based on a statistical sample, GAO 
estimates that the average underpay
ment for primary beneficiaries in 
those years was $575, and the average 
underpayment per case, which in
cludes spouses and dependents, was 
$633. Additionally, each primary bene
ficiary had to wait 33 months before 
receiving a lump-sum check. 

My bill, corrects this inequity be re
quiring the SSA to pay a fair interest 
rate on delayed back payments. This is 
only just because the Government is 
holding onto money that does not 
belong to it. Under my bill, benefici
aries deprived of a timely social securi
ty adjustment would receive an inter
est payment as determined under sec
tion 6621 of the IRS Code in addition 
to a lump-sum payment. Section 6621 
establishes the market-related rate the 
IRS or taxpayers now pay each other 
when cases concerning the overpay
ment or underpayment of taxes are re
solved. For example, a beneficiary re
ceiving in 1983 a $240 lump-sum pay
ment due to work effort in 1979 that 
had not been credited until now would 
also receive approximately another 
$65.20 in interest. This $65 is about 

the additional income this beneficiary 
would have today if the difference be
tween what was received each month 
and what should have been received 
had been invested at prevailing inter
est rates during the period of under
payment. While providing back inter
est is a step forward, real progress will 
come only when lump-sum checks are 
no longer made because the SSA posts 
the earnings records of the elderly on 
time. When this is achieved, no back 
interest payments will be made be
cause there will be no delays. My pro
posal will cost nothing. 

Mr. President, Congress must recog
nize the hardships suffered by social 
security beneficiaries who work to sup
plement their incomes. By failing to 
pay interest on late adjustments, the 
Government is robbing the elderly of 
money that they have earned. This in
justice is compounded by the fact that 
millions of elderly work because they 
must to make ends meet during the 
last years of their lives. Any delays in 
check receipts also creates yet another 
disincentive for the elderly to remain 
in the work force and is thus a hidden 
form of age discrimination. My propos
al will partially remedy these injus
tices and I urge my colleagues to sup
port it.e 

By Mr. D'AMATO (for himself, 
Mr. RoTH, Mr. EAST, Mrs. HAW
KINS, and Mr. SYMMS): 

S. 1893. A bill to prohibit foreign as
sistance to any member country of the 
United Nations that fails to vote in 
favor of resolutions deploring the 
Soviet attack on Korean Air Lines 
flight 007, or has failed to vote in 
favor of such resolutions already con
sidered; to the Committee on Foreign 
Relations. 

CONDEMNING OF SOVIET UNION'S MURDEROUS 
ACT 

Mr. D'AMATO. Mr. President, we 
have heard many statements in recent 
weeks condemning the Soviet Union 
for its unwarranted and brutal attack 
upon Korean Air Lines passenger jet 
flight 007. This criminal act of aggres
sion resulted in the death of 269 inno
cen men, women, and children. 

While the comments we have heard 
thus -f-a-r have contained considerable 
rhetoric, few concrete proposals have 
been put forward. The barbaric attack 
on this unarmed jetliner requires more 
than just words. Sixy-one Americans, 
including --a Member of this Congress, 
were murdered in cold blood by the 
Soviets. 

The administration thus far has 
taken a number of limited steps in the 
aftermath of this act of terrorism. At 
the same time, President Reagan has 
emphasized the importance of obtain
ing support from our allies, as well as 
from other nations of the world com
munity, in response to the Soviets. 
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Two weeks ago, the United Nations 

Security Council demonstrated its in
ability to act on this issue of critical 
importance, not only to the United 
States, but to the people of every 
nation. In typical fashion, the United 
Nations has once again failed to act in 
a responsible manner. Despite world
wide outrage over the attack on the 
Korean airliner, the Security Council 
lacked the ability to adopt even a 
watered down resolution of condemna
tion against the U.S.S.R. Although a 
majority of the 15-member Council 
supported the resolution, the Soviet 
Union, Poland, Red China, Guyana, 
Nicaragua, and Zimbabwe were suc
cessful in blocking passage. 

This action is further proof of the 
consistently anti-Western attitude 

adopted by a majority of U.N. mem
bers. A review of votes cast during the 
1982 General Assembly reveals that 
the nations of Western Europe were in 
agreement with the United States 80 
percent of the time. The comparable 
figure for Latin American countries 
was 38 percent, for Asian nations 26 
percent, for African countries 23 per
cent, for nonaligned nations 22 per
cent, and it was a mere 8 percent for 
the nations of Eastern Europe. 

With respect to those nations which 
either voted against or abstained on 
the Security Council resolution of con
demnation, the percentage of voting 
agreement with the United States was 
as follows: 

[In millions of dollars] 

U.S.S.R. China Poland 

Percent 
U.S.S.R.................................................... 20.6 
China....................................................... 20.2 
Poland...................................................... 18.9 
Guyana.................................................... 17.5 
Nicaragua................................................ 14.3 
Zimbabwe................................................ 12.8 

Currently, the United States pro
vides millions of dollars of assistance 
to those very nations which failed to 
support this resolution. 

Mr. President, at this time I ask 
unanimous consent that a table con
taining statistics with regard to U.S. 
assistance to the U.S.S.R., Red China, 
Poland, Nicaragua, Guyana, and Zim
babwe be included in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the table 
was ordered to be printed in the 
REcoRD, as follows: 

Nicaragua Guyana Zimbabwe Totals 

!II fk~~~~~~~~~~~::=;::;:~=::=:; ::-:::: :~::~: ;~;=:: ·:: ~;:; :: ::;;~;::= :-~ o~~e;~~~~ T~i : ~:~ --- Jj :'[] -- ~~!:i·:: '~~! 
Totals .................................................................................................................................................. 398.0 ................ 56.0 ................ 248.0 .. .............. 20.334 0.347 11.341 1.248 105.85 75.2 839.525 76.795 

• IMET $500,000; both years suspended. 

Mr. President, this assistance should 
be stopped immediately. We can not, 
and must not, conduct business as 
usual with those who sympathize with 
those who commit such acts of aggres
sion as the Soviet attack on KAL 
flight 7. 

Therefore, I am proposing legisla
tion today which would prohibit the 
United States from providing any as
sistance to members of the United Na
tions which have failed in the past to 
vote, or fail in the future to vote, in 
favor of resolutions deploring this 
murderous act. 

By Mr. BENTSEN (for himself, 
Mr. TOWER, and Mr. BOREN): 

S. 1895. A bill to amend the Consoli
dated Farm and Rural Development 
Act to provide for emergency feed as
sistance in natural disaster areas, and 
for other purposes; to the Committee 
on Agriculture, Nutrition, and Forest
ry. 

DROUGHT RELIEF 

e Mr. BENTSEN. Mr. President, I am 
today introducing legislation to re
quire the Secretary of Agriculture to 
use his vast discretionary authority to 
make needed disaster assistance avail
able to farmers and ranchers in Texas 
and across the Nation. This legislation 
is very similar to language adopted by 
the House Appropriations Committee 
last week at the behest of Congres
sional ToM LoEFFLER and Congressman 
BILL ALExANDER. The USDA has re
fused repeated requests to take action, 
and in the absence of such action it is 
my intention to press for immediate 

Senate passage as part of the continu
ing resolution or another appropriate 
vehicle. 

This bill would allow the Secretary 
of Agriculture to release stocks of feed 
owned by the Commodity Credit Cor
poration for livestock feed when neces
sary to maintain foundation breeding 
herds of livestock or poultry in cases 
of natural disaster. Currently USDA 
says that these CCC-owned commod
ities can be released only through a 
Presidential disaster declaration. 

In addition, it would require Secre
tary Block to make some form of feed 
assistance available. Repeated requests 
for such assistance have so far been 
refused. 

This bill would also see to it that all 
farmers and ranchers suffering from a 
natural disaster could qualify for dis
aster assistance, whether or not their 
county had been declared a disaster 
area. Natural disasters do not follow 
county lines, and so there is no ration
al reason why disaster aid programs 
should be limited by these artificial 
constraints. 

Mr. President, the CCC currently 
owns over 17 million bushels of corn 
that is classed as grade 4 or 5 and that 
is stored in and near the areas of 
Texas that are most in need of emer
gency livestock feed assistance. This 
corn was purchased in the Midwest 
following the Russian grain embargo 
and was shipped into the Texas Pan
handle for storage. There it now sits, 
overhanging the local grain markets 
and costing the taxpayers about $5 
million per year to store. USDA could 

not even use it in the payment-in-kind 
program because the grade was so low. 
This corn grades low because many of 
the kernels are cracked or broken 
from being stored and handled so 
much. Although it is down-graded in 
the market and cannot be used for 
export or for PIK, it is still usable for 
livestock feed. In fact, since these ker
nels would have to be rolled or other
wise broken open in order to feed it to 
cattle or sheep, this damage makes it 
even more desirable as range livestock 
feed. 

Mr. President, this corn is desperate
ly needed for livestock feed. West 
Texas ranchers are suffering through 
the worst drought in over 30 years. At 
Rankin, Tex., just about 175 miles 
south of those elevators full of dam
aged corn, there are ranches that have 
had only six-tenths of 1 inch of rain 
this year. 

Those people are watching a lifetime 
of hard work slip through their fin
gers. Each day brings them a step 
closer to the inevitable choice-sell out 
for pennies on the dollar, ship their 
livestock to expensive pastures else
where, or watch them die. Traditional 
pasture areas in the northern panhan
dle are dried up also and there may be 
no wheat pasture this year. The 
spreading drought is ·making it in
creasingly difficult and expensive to 
find grazing elsewhere. 

Many of these ranchers have already 
liquidated large parts of their herds. 
Experts estimate that cattle and sheep 
herds in the area hardest hit by the 
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drought have already been reduced by 
60 to 70 percent. 
It is a travesty to watch drought de

stroy herds and ruin pastures that will 
take many years to recover, while at 
the same time spending taxpayers' 
money to store the grain that could 
get these people through to the next 
rain. These ranchers will buy that 
grain. They will transport it them
selves. We do not have to pay them to 
take it, but we will have to keep 
paying that storage if we do not let 
them buy it. 

Mr. President, I urge my colleagues 
to look closely at this legislation. You 
will be seeing it again very soon. The 
USDA has sat on this too long already. 
They have cost too many Texas ranch
ers their cattle and sheep and they 
have cost the taxpayers too much in 
useless storage payments for damaged 
grain. It is time to bring an end to this 
last legacy of the ill-advised Russian 
grain embargo.e 
• Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, the leg
islation that my distinguished fellow 
Texan and I are introducing today rec
ommends action that is long overdue. 
The severe drought that is plaguing 
farmers and ranchers in nearly 30 
States has created a crisis that has 
weighed particularly heavy on our Na
tion's livestock producers. It is my 
hope that by introducing this legisla
tion today, we can underline the fact 
that our Nation's livestock and poultry 
producers are facing severe problems 
that are unique to ranching. These 
problems have not been addressed by 
current farm programs that have as
sisted producers of corn, wheat and 
other crops. I plan to pursue adoption 
of the action recommended in this leg
islation either in this bill, or as part of 
other legislative initiatives that are di
rected toward providing a safety net 
for those livestock producers who have 
been severely impacted by this crip
pling drought. 

We are all aware of how this 
drought has decimated farmland and 
grazing ranges in large sections of our 
country. Fortunately, many farmers 
who would have been totally devastat
ed by a bad crop year will have much 
of the severity of the drought softened 
by their participation in the payment
in-kind program. With farmers all 
across the Nation receiving wheat, 
corn and other crops from Govern
ment surplus stocks, much of the 
income that they would have normally 
lost due to meager harvests will be 
made up by PIK stocks. Although the 
upcoming harvest will provide us with 
a better idea of the need for disaster 
assistance for farmers, PIK has al
ready provided much needed relief. 

Yet, livestock and poultry producers 
have received a double disaster. · 

Not only has the drought turned 
their grazing land into dust, but the 
combination of the PIK program and 
drought in the corn belt has greatly 

increased the price of feed grains. 
Greater dependence on higher costing 
feed grains has driven many of these 
livestock producers to begin liquidat
ing their herds rather than face bank
ruptcy. 

Yet, the most severe long-term 
result of this squeeze on our Nation's 
ranchers may come from the loss of 
foundational herds. These herds are 
developed over a period of years
through many generations of careful 
breeding-to become acclimated to the 
particular climate of the region where 
they graze. When ranchers must sell 
off foundational herds, their replace
ments cannot be acquired with a 
simple purchase of sheep or cattle 
from another region. The breeding 
process must be started anew, and 
ranchers must wait several years 
before their ranch can become produc
tive again. 

It is my view that the feed grain pro
gram that is called for in this bill will 
provide enough assistance to allow 
ranchers to hold on to their founda
tional herds so that our Nation's 
supply of livestock products will 
remain steady in future years. The 
Secretary of Agriculture is left with a 
broad range of discretion so that he 
can best determine which feed grain 
assistance program will prove most ef
fective. The needs of these ranchers 
has gone unheeded for too long. Mr. 
President, I am hopeful that the 
Senate will be able to take action to 
give them a gleam of hope.e 

By Mr. TSONGAS (for himself, 
Mr. CRANSTON, Mr. PELL, Mr. 
LEAHY, and Mr. LEviN): 

S. 1896. A bill to establish a select 
commission to examine the issues as
sociated with voluntary service; to the 
Committee on Labor and Human Re
sources. 

VOLUNTARY NATIONAL SERVICE 

e Mr. TSONGAS. Mr. President, I am 
pleased to introduce a bill on behalf of 
myself and Senators CRANSTON, PELL, 
LEAHY, and LEVIN to establish a Select 
Commission to study the issues sur
rounding voluntary national service. 
This proposal is patterned after one I 
introduced several years ago which 
passed in the 96th Congress. Earlier 
this year Representative LEoN PANET
TA introduced a House version which 
was reported favorably by the House 
Education and Labor Committee as 
H.R. 1264. 

We are proposing to create a 15-
member Commission which would 
have 15 months and $750,000 to review 
existing voluntary service programs 
and to explore alternative opportuni
ties for voluntary service. A major 
focus of the Commission would be 
youth service. General youth unem
ployment has reached nearly 25 per
cent with the figure about double that 
for black teenagers. 

The Federal Government can no 
longer stand idly by as an ever-ex
panding portion of our youth popula
tion becomes demoralized by a feeling 
of uselessness. Most young people 
want to serve-to contribute to their 
communities and their Nation. Howev
er, society has failed to provide them 
the opportunity to do so. 

A national service program would 
also help us meet some important 
needs of the present. We read daily of 
the Nation's crumbling infrastructure, 
of environmental and conservation 
needs going unmet, and of inadequate 
care for our elderly. Some of our most 
energetic and capable citizens are 
waiting to address these problems. 

This is not an issue of one party or 
one interest group. This is a serious 
national problem facing tomorrow's 
adult population. We have asked our 
youth to register for the draft to serve 
in time of war, but we have not given 
them the opportunity to serve in time 
of peace. By not being challenged to 
serve, today's youth has turned 
inward. Increasing numbers of our 
youth population have turned to de
spair and dependence. They have the 
highest rate of unemployment and are 
more deeply involved in crime, alco
holism, drug abuse, and suicide than 
any other age group. It is time that we 
provided this age group with the op
portunity to participate in construc
tive activity to rebuild their Nation. 

This legislation does not favor any 
one particular form of national service 
program. The Commission created by 
this bill would consist of representa
tives from all groups that would be af
fected by a national service plan. It 
would fully examine our civilian and 
military manpower requirements, and 
produce recommendations. I believe 
that this legislation, to merely estab
lish a select commission, is a small 
price to pay considering the magni
tude of the problems facing American 
youth today. Dollar for dollar, this 
Select Commission would be the wisest 
investment we could make toward our 
children's future. 

This Commission would not be the 
start of an expensive blind rush into 
the mobilization of our youth. This 
bill is, instead, a very modest proposal. 
It recognizes a problem, a need, and a 
challenge and concedes that the solu
tion requires extensive research, dili
gent thought, and a sensitivity to con
flicting values. I urge each of my col
leagues to join in supporting the es
tablishment of a Select Commission on 
National Service.e 
• Mr. PELL. Mr. President, I am 
pleased to join today with my friend 
and colleague Senator TsoNGAS in re
introducing legislation to create a 
Select Commission to study the issues 
surrounding national service. This bill 
is patterned after one introduced by 
Senator TsoNGAS and me several years 
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ago which passed in the 96th Con
gress. It is also virtually identical to a 
bill introduced in the House by Repre
sentative LEoN PANETTA which was ap
proved earlier this year by the House 
Education and Labor Committee. 

Although national service is a con
cept that has been debated for more 
than 70 years since it was first pro
posed by William James, the idea has 
never been more relevant to our needs 
as a nation than it is today. The sense 
of public service, which historically 
has been so important to our develop
ment as a free society, has seriously 
eroded in the recent past, and has 
been replaced by a dangerous cynicism 

- &bout inrolvement in national prob
lems. Even more disturbing are the 
staggering dimensions of youth unem
ployment, which has reached nearly 
50 percent for teenagers in the black 
community and 24.5 percent for Amer
ican youth generally. Every year that 
our young people remain idle because 
of lack of work deepens their frustra
tion and saps their sense of purpose in 
life. National service can channel the 
energy and enthusiasm of young 
Americans in positive, productive ef
forts that will benefit our entire socie
ty. 

Restraints of Federal spending have 
inevitably left long neglected prob
lems, especially in our cities, to 
simmer beneath the surface. Elderly 
citizens often receive insufficient food 
and medical care because there is no 
one to transport them to the doctor or 
to the grocery store. Shelters for the 
homeless are understaffed and unable 
to care for the growing numbers of 
homeless Americans concentrated in 
our major cities. Day care centers, 
which are of increasing importance to 
all segments of the population, are 
greatly understaffed. These needs and 
many, many more could be creatively 
addressed by national service. 

We also confront today the continu
ing inadequacy of our military man
power system, and the need for anal
ternative that eliminates the inequi
ties of the All-Volunteer Armed Force 
or the draft. There is no doubt in my 
mind that pressures for the reinstitu
tion of a military draft will intensify 
over the next few years, fueled in part 
by the projected decline in the avail
able pool of young men and women of 
military age. We must begin to address 
our future manpower needs in this 
area, and avoid at all costs a repetition 
of the inequities of the 1960's when 
the draft spawned a generation of 
young people disillusioned with gov
ernment and reluctant to consider 
public service. 

This legislation does not favor one 
particular form of National service 
over another. The 15-member Commis
sion created by the bill would consist 
of representatives from all groups that 
would be affected by a national service 
plan, including young people them-

selves. The Commission would have 15 
months and a budget of $750,000 to 
fully examine our civilian and military 
manpower requirements, and produce 
recommendations on the implementa
tion of a national service program. 
Our hope is that a series of Commis
sion hearings conducted throughout 
the country will promote a consensus 
of public opinion and produce the sup
port necessary to make national serv
ice a reality. 

An impressive list of national organi
zations includillg most recently the 
American Legion, have endorsed the 
establishment of this Commission. 
Opinion polls have demonstrated that 
the majority of our young people are 
in favor of the- concept of national 
service. The time for a high level 
study of this exciting idea is long over
due, and I urge each of my colleagues 
to join in supporting the establish
ment of a Select Commission on Na
tional Service.e 
• Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I am 
pleased to join Senators TsoNGAS, 
PELL, and CRANSTON in support of leg
islation to establish a Select Commis
sion to study the idea of voluntary na
tional service. I consider national serv
ice one of the most patriotic sacrifices 
an American can make. This bill would 
be a productive step toward seeing just 
how accessible voluntary service op
portunities are today, while providing 
guidelines for other worthwhile initia
tives in this area. 

This particular piece of legislation is 
not new. In fact, the bill we are intro
ducing today closely resembles one 
that the Senate passed during the 
96th Congress. 

The Commission would have 15 
members, cost $750,000, and have 15 
months to study existing and alterna
tive opportunities for voluntary serv
ice. It would have the task of analyz
ing all of the important work that has 
been done in this area, as well as rais
ing the public's awareness to the possi
bilities for voluntary service. 

There are a number of reasons why 
this Commission makes sense. Right 
now, youth unemployment remains at 
staggeringly unacceptable levels. 
Roughly 1 out of 4 young people is 
jobless. For black youths, the unem
ployment rate hovers around 50 per
cent. We are witnesses to the develop
ment of a permanent subclass of the 
unemployed. These are young people 
who have never held a steady job, and 
have no immediate hope of finding 
one. These young people are wasting 
the most productive years of their 
lives, and we as elected officials have 
an obligation to seek workable answers 
to this problem. 

My concern about today's youth 
does not end with the chronically un
employed. I think a great many young 
people who have had all the opportu
nities I can imagine, are either forget
ting, or never learned, the importance 

of cooperation and service in a democ
racy. Too many seem to think that 
being a member of our society simply 
entails reaping the benefits it has to 
offer. 

There are encouraging signs that 
young people, when given the opportu
nity, do welcome the chance to give of 
themselves in State or national serv
ice. The California Conservation 
Corps-a modern-day version of the 
old CCC-is one good example. 

The new CCC now employs 1,800 
young Californians between the ages 
of 18 and 23. They plant trees, develop 
alternative energy projects, and help 
combat natural disasters. Applicants 
are promised "hard work, low pay, and 
miserable conditions." Still, there are 
thousands of people now on waiting 
lists. 

I believe that countless youths 
would respond to voluntary service 
programs if given the opportunity. I 
see the establishment of this Commis
sion as a meaningful step toward com
batting a number of problems we can 
no longer afford to ignore. 

Thank you.e 
e Mr. CRANSTON. Mr. President, I 
am pleased to join my colleague from 
Massachusetts (Mr. TSONGAS) and 
others in introducing this bill to estab
lish a Select Commission on Voluntary 
Service Opportunities. The proposed 
Commission would focus national at
tention on the need for voluntary serv
ice in this country, examine existing 
volunteer opportunities, and identify 
alternative types of national service 
programs that would help us as a 
nation deal with pressing local and na
tional challenges such as youth unem
ployment, :c:Qnservation of natural re
sources, p:N:Stection of the environ
ment, rebuilding the inner cities, edu
cation, providing services to older and 
disabled persons, and the scarcity of 
resources in a wide variety of Federal, 
State, and local programs and agen
cies. 

Mr. President, I would like to note 
the outstanding leadership and contin
ued personal commitment of the Sena
tor from Massachusetts <Mr. TsoNGAS) 
to the establishment of a Select Com
mission to explore the desirability and 
feasibility of creating a national serv
ice program. I know that the Senator's 
own personal experiences as a Peace 
Corps volunteer have given him great 
insight into the value and importance 
of voluntary service programs. I have 
been proud to have worked with him 
in the last two Congresses in develop
ing and offering similar proposals. 

LEGISLATIVE HISTORY 

In the 96th Congress, we were suc
cessful in achieving Senate passage, as 
title II of an unrelated bill, S. 1843, of 
a measure similar to the one we are 
proposing today. Unfortunately, 
House conferees insisted that these 
provisions not be included in the final 
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version of the bill due to jurisdictional 
conflicts between various House com
mittees. 

During the last Congress. we reintro
duced the bill. with minor modifica
tions. as S. 1052. The bill was referred 
to the Governmental Mfairs Commit
tee where no action was taken on it. 
The Senate did, however. pass a sense 
of the Senate resolution earlier this 
year as an amendment to the bill 
making additional appropriations to 
meet urgent human needs-H.R. 
1718-with respect to the establish
ment of a Presidential Commission to 
study the potential benefits of nation
al service. This provision. too. was de
leted in the conference on that appro
priations bill. 

I would also like to note that one of 
my colleagues from California. Con
gressman LEoN PANETTA, has long 
sponsored and championed in the 
House companion measures to these 
national service bills in both the 96th 
and 97th. Congresses. Congressman PA
NETrA has introduced a companion bill, 
H.R. 1264. in this Congress as well. 
H.R. 1264 has been favorably reported 
by the House Education and Labor 
Committee. I look forward to a contin
ued joint effort with my friend in the 
other body. 

NATIONAL NEED FOR VOLUNTARY SERVICE 

Mr. President. as the author of the 
Domestic Volunteer Service Act of 
1973 and periodic amendments to it. I 
have had a long-standing involvement 
with programs that offer Americans 
opportunities to volunteer their serv
ices to help meet pressing human and 
other needs in our Nation. As chair
man of the former Subcommittee on 
Child and Human Development for 4 
years. I had the privilege of chairing 
hearings in which numerous individ
uals-academicians. scholars. service 
providers. representatives of various 
levels of government. and young 
people-testified about the broad sup
port for the development of a national 
service program and the tremendous 
need for the types of services such a 
program would help provide. 

Mr. President. it is sad to note. but 
nonetheless true. that due to a 
number of factors-increased mobility. 
dissolution of traditional family struc
tures and supports. the growth of di
vorce rates. and the increasing number 
of older. single persons living alone. to 
name just a few such factors-many 
people feel estranged from their com
munities and their fellow citizens. We 
hear frequent reports of the isolation 
and alienation many older persons ex
perience. We hear of young people 
who have become cynical and embit
tered about our institutions. who feel 
unable to make any substantial contri
bution to their communities and be
lieve that they have no stake in the 
well-being of the world around them. I 
believe that development of broad
based opportunities for volunteer serv-

ice can offer a way to help bridge the 
gap between individual citizens and 
their communities and can help young 
people and other participants find a 
greater sense of purpose in their lives. 
Such a program would also foster im
portant intergenerational exchanges 
among individual perticipants and 
members of the communities they 
serve. 

In addition to the benefits individual 
participants would derive from their 
volunteer efforts-the sense of pur
pose. personal enrichment. and fulfill
ment that come from making signifi
cant contributions to one•s own com
munity-it is no secret to those con
cerned about human services that 
there is currently a tremendous 
demand among potential recipients for 
the types of services volunteers could 
provide. In the past few years. we have 
seen record high unemployment. in
crease in all form of domestic violence. 
and budget cutbacks in most human 
services programs. Clearly. it is in our 
best interest as a nation to examine 
the ways in which volunteer contribu
tions could help ease the human suf
fering that we know exists. The kind 
of person-to-person assistance that 
voluntary service programs can pro
vide could offer a unique and meaning
ful response to the complex problems 
facing the Nation. 

In addition. Mr. President th.ere is 
one further important contribution 
that a national service program can 
make-to our military preparedness. 
Some argue that the All-Volunteer 
Force is not working and urge a return 
to the military----draft. I have been and 
continue to be opposed to restoration 
of the draft in peacetime. _HO_We_y_er._ 
raising the statuS and social desirabil
ity of voluntary service -should assist 
the armed services in continuing to 
meet their personal needs without re
sorting to compulsion. Various surveys 
have shown that significant propor
tions of young people interested in vol
unteering for a national service pro
gram would select military service over 
nonmilitary service. 

CONCLUSION 

Finally. as further evidence of the 
widespread national support for do
mestic volunteer opportunities. I am 
pleased to note that despite strenuous 
efforts to eliminate the Volunteers in 
Service to America-VISTA-program 
administered by the ACTION 
agency-the antipoverty volunteer 
program with participants of all ages
the Senate recently passed S. 1129, a 
bill reauthorizing appropriations for it 
and other volunteer programs. This re
affirmation of support for this impor
tant and successful volunteer program 
was indeed heartening for those of us 
inside and outside Congress who have 
long recognized and supported this 
valuable program. We need to expand 
these volunteer service programs. and 
the Commission which would be estab-

lished under the bill we are introduc
ing today would provide an excellent 
forum for examining the best ap
proach for doing this. 

In conclusion. Mr. President. I be
lieve that a national service program 
might well provide both the stimulus 
and the opportunity that Americans 
need to demonstrate-as they have in 
the past-the compassion and the gen
erosity that have contributed to our 
Nation•s greatness. It could create 
anew that sense of unity and purpose 
which has bound our diverse popula
tion together in years past and which 
seems to be missing today except in 
times of immediate crisis. Establish
ment of a Commission along the lines 
proposed in this measure would be an 
important step toward achieving these 
goals.e 

ADDITIONAL COSPONSORS 
S.44 

At the request of Mr. KAsTEN, the 
name of the Senator from Rhode 
Island <Mr. PELL> was added as a co
sponsor of S. 44. a bill to regulate 
interstate commerce by providing for a 
uniform product liability law. and for 
other purposes. 

s. 386 

At the request of Mr. HEFLIN, the 
name of the Senator from Arkansas 
<Mr. BUMPERS) was added as a cospon
sor of S. 386. a bill to amend the Fed
eral Rules of Criminal Procedure with 
respect to the examination of prospec
tive jurors. 

s. 657 

At the request of Mr. DoLE. the 
-name-of the Senator from Minnesota 
<Mr. BoscHWITZ) was added as a co
sponsor of S. 657. a bill to amend the 
Animal Welfare Act to insure the 
proper treatment of laboratory ani
mals. 

s. 672 

At the request of Mr. McCLURE, the 
names of the Senator from Arizona 
(Mr. DECONCINI) and the Senator 
from California (Mr. CRANSTON) were 
added as cosponsors of S. 672. a bill to 
amend the Reclamation Safety of 
Dams Act of 1978 to authorize addi
tional appropriations. and for other 
purposes. 

s. 677 

At the request of Mr. HEFLIN, the 
name of the Senator from Arkansas 
<Mr. BUMPERS) was added as a cospon
sor of S. 677. a bill to amend the Fed
eral Rules of Civil Procedure with re
spect to the examination of prospec
tive jurors. 

s. 719 

At the request of Mr. THuRMOND, the 
name of the Senator from Colorado 
<Mr. ARMsTRONG) was added as a co
sponsor of S. 719, a bill to amend sub
chapter II of chapter 73 of title 10. 
United States Code. to eliminate the 
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social security offset against annuities 
provided for under such subchapter to 
the extent that the social security ben
efits of the annuitant are based on the 
annuitant's own employment. 

s. 786 

At the request of Mr. PREssLER, the 
name of the Senator from Maryland 
<Mr. SARBANES) was added as a cospon
sor of S. 786, a bill to amend title 38, 
United States Code, to establish a 
service-connection presumption for 
certain diseases caused by exposure to 
herbicides or other environmental haz
ards or conditions in veterans who 
served in Southeast Asia during the 
Vietnam era. 

S.800 

At the request of Mr. STEVENs, the 
name of the Senator from Massachu
setts <Mr. KENNEDY) was added as a co
sponsor of S. 800, a bill to establish an 
ocean and coastal development impact 
assistance fund and to require the Sec
retary of Commerce to provide to 
States national ocean and coastal de
velopment and assistance block grants 
from moneys in the fund, and for 
other purposes. 

s. 914 

At the request of Mr. McCLURE, the 
name of the Senator from Kentucky 
(Mr. FoRD) was added as a cosponsor 
of S. 914, a bill to protect firearms 
owners' constitutional rights, civil lib
erties, and rights to privacy. 

s. 1095 

At the request of Mr. McCLURE, the 
name of the Senator from Utah <Mr. 
HATCH) was added as a cosponsor of S. 
1095, a bill to amend the Strategic and 
Critical Materials Stock Piling Revi
sion Act of 1979 in order to prescribe 
the method for determining the qual
ity of any material to be stockpiled 
under such act, and for other pur
poses. 

s. 1113 

At the request of Mr. D' AMATo, the 
name of the Senator from Minnesota 
<Mr. BoscHWITZ) was added as a co
sponsor of S. 1113, a bill to amend the 
Internal Revenue Code of 1954 to pro
vide that tax-exempt interest shall not 
be taken into account in determining 
the amount of social security benefits 
to be taxed. 

s. 1256 

At the request of Mr. MoYNIHAN, the 
names of the Senator from Illinois 
<Mr. PERcY) and the Senator from 
Maryland <Mr. SARBANES) were added 
as cosponsors of S. 1256, a bill to au
thorize special assistance for desegre
gation activities. 

s. 1271 

At the request of Mr. RANDOLPH, the 
names of the Senator from Tennessee 
(Mr. SASSER), the Senator from Michi
gan <Mr. RIEGLE), and the Senator 
from South Carolina (Mr. Hollings) 
were added as cosponsors of S. 1271, a 
bill to encourage citizen participation 
in wildlife conservation programs and 

to establish the National Fish and defense preparedness, and for other 
Wildlife Foundation. purposes. 

s. 1275 

At the request of Mr. HEFLIN, the 
name of the Senator from Tennessee 
<Mr. SASSER) was added as a cosponsor 
of S. 1275, a bill to establish a special
ized corps of judges necessary for cer
tain Federal proceedings required to 
be conducted, and for other purposes. 

s. 1325 

At the request of Mr. McCLURE, the 
names of the Senator from Colorado 
<Mr. HART), the Senator from Michi
gan <Mr. LEviN), and the Senator from 
Wisconsin <Mr. KAsTEN) were added as 
cosponsors of S. 1325, a bill to amend 
the Internal Revenue Code of 1954 to 
provide financial relief to State and 
local governments by eliminating a re
quirement that would result in a dupli
cative mailing each year. 

s. 1368 

At the request of Mr. HEFLIN, the 
name of the Senator from Minnesota 
(Mr. BoscHWITZ) was added as a co
sponsor of S. 1368, a bill to amend the 
Agricultural Adjustment Act, as 
amended and reenacted by the Agri
cultural Marketing Agreement Act of 
1937, to permit the Secretary of Agri
culture to issue marketing orders regu
lating the handling of eggs. 

s. 1589 

At the request of Mr. LEviN, the 
name of the Senator from Pennsylva
nia <Mr. SPECTER) was added as a co
sponsor of S. 1589, a bill to amend the 
Federal-State Extended Unemploy
ment Compensation Act of 1970 and 
the Federal Supplemental Compensa
tion Act of 1982 to provide alternative 
State triggers. 

s. 1602 

At the request of Mr. McCLURE, the 
name of the Senator from Georgia 
<Mr. NuNN) was added as a cosponsor 
of S. 1602, a bill to amend the Internal 
Revenue Code of 1954 to provide a 
partial exclusion for dividends and in
terest beginning in 1983. 

s. 1668 

At the request of Mr. D'AMATo, the 
name of the Senator from Wisconsin 
<Mr. KAsTEN) was added as a cosponsor 
of S. 1668, a bill to amend chapter 37 
of title 31, United States Code, to au
thorize contracts retaining private 
counsel to furnish collection services 
in the case of indebtedness owed the 
United States. 

s. 1730 

At the request of Mr. DIXON, the 
names of the Senator from Louisiana 
(Mr. JOHNSTON), the Senator from 
South Carolina (Mr. HOLLINGS) and 
the Senator from New York <Mr. 
D' AMATo> were added as cosponsors of 
S. 1730, a bill to amend the Small 
Business Act to increase small business 
participation in the procurement proc
ess, thereby reducing costly noncom
petitive procurements and increasing 

s. 1734 

At the request of Mr. ZORINSKY, the 
names of the Senator from Montana 
<Mr. MELCHER) and the Senator from 
Minnesota (Mr. BOSCHWITZ) were 
added as cosponsors of S. 1734, a bill 
to amend title 17 of the United States 
Code with respect to public perform
ances of nondramatic musical works 
by means of coin-operated phonorec
ord players, and for other purposes. 

s. 1737 

At the request of Mr. DoLE, the 
name of the Senator from Hawaii <Mr. 
INOUYE) was added as a cosponsor of S. 
1737, a bill to make permanent section 
1619 of the Social Security Act, which 
provides SSI benefits for individuals 
who perform substantial gainful activ
ity despite a severe medical impair
ment. 

s. 1843 

At the request of Mr. SASSER, the 
names of the Senator from Ohio <Mr. 
GLENN), the Senator from Florida 
<Mrs. HAWKINS), the Senator from 
Texas <Mr. BENTSEN), and the Senator 
from New York <Mr. D'AMATo) were 
added as cosponsors of S. 1843, a bill 
to extend by 3 months the cutoff date 
for social security disability determi
nations which will be subject to the 
provisions allowing continued pay
ment of disability benefits during 
appeal. 

SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION 59 

At the request of Mr. HEFLIN, the 
names of the Senator from South 
Carolina <Mr. HOLLINGS), the Senator 
from North Dakota <Mr. BURDICK), the 
Senator from Minnesota <Mr. DUREN
BERGER), the Senator from Texas (Mr. 
BENTSEN), the Senator from Maine 
<Mr. MITCHELL), the Senator from Mis
sissippi <Mr. STENNIS), the Senator 
from Kansas <Mr. DoLE), the Senator 
from Michigan <Mr. RIEGLE), the Sena
tor from Nevada (Mr. LAxALT), the 
Senator from Georgia <Mr. NUNN), the 
Senator from Pennsylvania <Mr. SPEC
TER), the Senator from Arkansas <Mr. 
BuMPERS), and the Senator from Flori
da <Mr. CHILES) were added as cospon
sors of Senate Joint Resolution 59, a 
joint resolution to authorize and re
quest the President to designate Feb
ruary 27, 1986, as "Hugo LaFayette 
Black Day." 

SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION 122 

At the request of Mr. HATCH, the 
name of the Senator from South Caro
lina <Mr. THuRMoND) was added as a 
cosponsor of Senate Joint Resolution 
122, a joint resolution to designate the 
week of November 27, 1983, through 
December 3, 1983, as "National Home 
Care Week." 

SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION 145 

At the request of Mr. LoNG, the 
names of the Senator from illinois 
(Mr. DIXON), and the Senator from 
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Alaska <Mr. MURKOWSKI) were added 
as cosponsors of Senate Joint Resolu
tion 145, a joint resolution to desig
nate the week of October 2, 1983 
through October 8, 1983, as "National 
Port Week." 

SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION 152 

At the request of Mr. LEviN, the 
name of the Senator from South Caro
lina <Mr. HoLLINGS) was added as a co
sponsor of Senate Joint Resolution 
152, a joint resolution to designate the 
week of May 6, 1984, through May 12, 
1984, as "Batten's Disease Awareness 
Week." 

SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION 155 

At the request of Mr. WILSON, the 
names of the Senator from Illinois 
<Mr. DIXON) and the Senator from 
Oklahoma <Mr. NicKLEs) were added 
as cosponsors of Senate Joint Resolu
tion 155, a joint resolution designating 
the week beginning November 6, 1983, 
as "National Disabled Veterans' 
Week." 

SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION 161 

At the request of Mr. CHAFEE, the 
names of the Senator from Wisconsin 
<Mr. PROXMIRE) and the Senator from 
Missouri <Mr. DANFORTH) were added 
as cosponsors of Senate Joint Resolu
tion 161, a joint resolution to desig
nate the week of April 15, 1984, 
through April 21, 1984, as "National 
Child Abuse Prevention Week.'' 

SENATE CONCURRENT RESOLUTION 40 

At the request of Mr. LEviN, the 
name of the Senator from California 
<Mr. WILSON) was added as a cospon
sor of Senate Concurrent Resolution 
40, a concurrent resolution expressing 
the sense of the Congress that a uni
form State act should be developed 
and adopted which provides grandpar
ents with adequate rights to petition 
State courts for privileges to visit their 
grandchildren following the dissolu
tion (because of divorce, separation, or 
death) of the marriage of such grand
children's parents, and for other pur
poses. 

SENATE CONCURRENT RESOLUTION 62 

At the request of Mr. MATTINGLY, 
the name of the Senator from South 
Carolina <Mr. THuRMoND) was added 
as a cosponsor of Senate Concurrent 
Resolution 62, a concurrent resolution 
to direct the Commissioner of Social 
Security and the Secretary of Health 
and Human Services to develop a plan 
outlining the steps which might be 
taken to correct the social security 
benefit disparity known as the notch 
problem. 

SENATE RESOLUTION 229-RE
LATING TO THE AMERICA'S 
CUP YACHTING SERIES 
Mr. STEVENS (for Mr. CHAFEE (for 

himself and Mr. PELL) submitted the 
following resolution, which was or
dered placed on the calendar: 

S. RES. 229 
Whereas, the America's Cup series was 

won on Monday, September 26, 1983 by Aus
tralia's intrepid challengers, and 

Whereas, the courageous American de
fenders demonstrated great skill in a de
fense requiring for the first time in the his
tory of the Cup series a seventh race, and 

Whereas, the just completed series was 
the most exciting in the history of cup com
petition, Therefore be it 

Resolved, that the Senate of the United 
States: 

Applauds the performance of the Austra
lian challengers, 

Commends the skill of the American de
fenders, and 

Anticipates that the next series will be 
just as exciting but hopefully with a differ
ent result. 

SENATE RESOLUTION 230-
COMMENDING EVE BALL 

Mr. DOMENICI <for himself and 
Mr. BINGAMAN) submitted the follow
ing resolution; with was referred to 
the Committee on the Judiciary: 

S. RES. 230 
Whereas Eve Ball of Ruidoso, New 

Mexico, is widely regarded as the "First 
Lady of Letters" of New Mexico; 

Whereas the numerous awards and honors 
received by Eve Ball include the coveted 
Golden Spur and Golden Saddleman 
Awards of the Western Writers of America; 

Whereas the writings of Eve Ball have 
contributed enormously to an American un
derstanding and appreciation of the Apache 
Indian; 

Whereas these and other historical pieces 
have been adopted as textbooks in the 
schools and universities of this Nation as 
well as Europe; 

Whereas the commitment to the preserva
tion of history compelled Eve Ball to perse
vere in pursuit of the facts upon which such 
historical pieces are based; and 

Whereas at the age of ninety-four Miss 
Ball remains indefatigable in the zeal to re
count history: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved, That it is the sense of the 
Senate that the people of the United States 
owe Eve Bell a tremendous debt of gratitude 
for writings which enrich our knowledge of 
the Indian, the West, and those courageous 
persons who settled that vast land and for 
the invaluable legacy such writings will be 
for future generations. 

SEc. 2. The Secretary of the Senate shall 
transmit a copy of this resolution to Eve 
Ball 

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I 
rise today to introduce a Senate reso
lution expressing the sense of this 
body that the American people owe a 
great debt of gratitude to Eve Ball of 
Ruidoso, N. Mex. Through her writ
ings we have gained a wealth of knowl
edge about the Apache Indians, the 
land and people of the West, and the 
values and customs peculiar to that 
still vast and wild part of our Nation. 
In my home State of New Mexico, Eve 
Ball is a legend. Not only has she de
voted her life to the accurate recount
ing of history, but she has actually 
lived it-spending years among the 
Mescalero Apaches, listening to their 
tales, participating in their daily lives 
and rituals, moving among their mem-

bers in an exhaustive effort to depict 
them as they would see themselves. 
Her writings reveal this first hand 
knowledge and will remain among our 
most valuable literary treasures. 

It has been said that Eve Ball's writ
ing has not only given the study of 
history a new and colorful element, 
but has inspired others to write as 
well. In addition, many of her books 
have been adopted for use in high 
schools and universities in this coun
try and abroad, which is testimony to 
her broad appeal as a writer. We are 
most fortunate to have among us a 
writer of great talent, generosity, and 
breadth of knowledge, and while her 
writing and insight have touched the 
lives of many the world over, New 
Mexico is lucky-and proud-to be 
able to claim Eve Ball as her own. 

AMENDMENTS SUBMITTED 

WAR POWERS RESOLUTION 

PELL AMENDMENT NO. 2228 
<Ordered to lie on the table.) 
Mr. PELL submitted an amendment 

intended to be proposed by him to the 
joint resolution <S.J. Res. 159) provid
ing statutory authorization under the 
war powers resolution for continued 
U.S. participation in the multinational 
peacekeeping force in Lebanon in 
order to obtain withdrawal of all for
eign forces from Lebanon; as follows: 

On page 7, line 9, strike out the word 
"eighteen" and insert in lieu thereof the 
word "six." 

DIXON AMENDMENTS NOS. 2229 
AND 2230 

<Ordered to lie on the table.) 
Mr. DIXON submitted two amend

ments intended to be proposed by him 
to the joint resolution <S.J. Res. 159), 
supra; as follows: 

At the end of the joint resolution, add the 
following: 

EFFECTIVE DATE 

SEc. 9. Notwithstanding any other provi
sion of this joint resolution, the authoriza
tion contained in sections 3 and 6 shall take 
effect beginning on the day after the Presi
dent submits to the Speaker of the House of 
Representatives and the President pro tem
pore of the Senate the written report which 
is required to be submitted under section 
4(a)(l} of the War Powers Resolution (50 
U.S.C. 1543(a)(l)) and which the Congress 
finds should have been so submitted by the 
President not later than 48 hours after 
August 29, 1983. 

AMENDMENT No. 2230 
Amend section 6 to read as follows: 
SEc. 6. <a> The participation of United 

States Armed Forces in the Multinational 
Force in Lebanon shall be authorized for 
purposes of the War Powers Resolution 
until the end of the six-month period begin-
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ning on the date of enactment of this joint 
resolution. 

<b> Notwithstanding the transmittal re
quirements of section 4 of this joint resolu
tion, at least 60 calendar days before the ex
piration of the six-month period referred to 
in subsection <a> the President shall submit 
to the Congress a written report containing 
the information required under section 4 of 
this joint resolution. 

<c><l> The provisions of section 6 of the 
War Powers Resolution shall apply to any 
joint resolution or bill which-

<A> proposes to authorize the continued 
participation of United States Armed Forces 
in the Multinational Force in Lebanon 
beyond the period for which such participa
tion is authorized by law, and 

<B> is introduced not later than 60 calen
dar days after the submission of a report de
scribed in subsection (b), 
in the same manner and to the same extent 
as such provisions apply to a joint resolu
tion or bill introduced pursuant to section 
5<b> of the War Powers Resolution. 

<2> For purposes of applying the provi
sions of section 6 of the War Powers Resolu
tion pursuant to this subsection, any refer
ence in such section to the sixty-day period 
specified in section 5<b> of such Resolution 
shall be deemed to be a reference to the 
sixty-day period referred to in clause <B> of 
paragraph (1 ). 

<d> Notwithstanding any other provision 
of law, any authorization by law for partici
pation of United States Armed Forces in the 
Multinational Force in Lebanon shall termi
nate upon the occurrence of any one of the 
following: 

<1> the withdrawal of all foreign forces 
from Lebanon, unless the President deter
mines and certifies to the Congress that 
continued United States Armed Forces par
ticipation in the Multinational Force in Leb
anon is required after such withdrawal in 
order to accomplish the purposes specified 
in the September 25, 1982, exchange of let
ters providing for the establishment of the 
Multinational Force in Lebanon: or 

<2> the assumption by the United Nations 
or the Government of Lebanon of the re
sponsibilities of the Multinational Force in 
Lebanon; or 

(3) the implementation of other effective 
security arrangements in the area. 

AUTHORITY FOR COMMITTEES 
TO MEET 

SUBCOMMITI'EE ON MERCHANT MARINE 

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Subcom
mittee on Merchant Marine, of the 
Committee on Commerce, Science, and 
Transportation, be authorized to meet 
during the session of the Senate on 
Tuesday, September 27, 1983, to hold a 
hearing on S. 1624, cargo preference 
legislation, and other bills and matters 
related thereto. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With
out objection, it is so ordered. 

COMMITI'EE ON COMMERCE, SCIENCE, AND 
TRANSPORTATION 

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Commit
tee on Commerce, Science, and Trans
portation be authorized to meet 
during the session of the Senate on 
Tuesday, September 27, 1983, to con
sider and act on S. 1660, legislation to 

preserve universal telephone service, 
and S. 1400, the Motor Vehicle Theft 
Law Enforcement Act of 1983. 

The--PRESIDINCLOFFICER. With
out objection, it is so ordered. 

COMMITTEE ON GOVERNMENTAL AFFAIRS 

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Commit
tee on Governmental Affairs be au
thorized to meet during the session of 
the Senate on Tuesday, September 27, 
to hold a markup on S. 121, the trade 
reorganization bill. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With
out objection, it is so ordered. 

SUBCOMMITTEE ON SOIL AND WATER SOIL AND 
WATER CONSERVATION 

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Subcom
mittee on Soil and Water Soil and 
Water Conservation, of the Committee 
on Agriculture and Nutrition, be au
thorized to meet during the session of 
the Senate on Tuesday, September 27, 
at 10 a.m., to hold a hearing to consid
erS. 1053, S. 998, and S. 843, conserva
tion PIK bills. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With
out objection, it is so ordered. 

COMMITI'EE ON THE JUDICIARY 

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Commit
tee on the Judiciary be authorized to 
meet during the session of the Senate 
on Wednesday, September 28, 1983, in 
order to receive testimony concerning 
the following nominations: 

Mrs. Maryanne Trump Barry, of New 
Jersey, to be U.S. District Judge for the Dis
trict of New Jersey; 

Mr. Martin L. C. Feldman, of Louisiana, to 
be U.S. District Judge for the Eastern Dis
trict of Louisiana: and 

Mr. C. Roger Vinson, of Florida, to be U.S. 
District Judge, for the Northern District of 
Florida. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With
out objection, it is so ordered. 

COMMITI'EE ON ARMED SERVICES 

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Commit
tee on Armed Services be authorized 
to meet during the session of the 
Senate on Wednesday, September 28, 
to receive testimony on the office of 
the Secretary of Defense and the rela
tionships with other elements of the 
Department of Defense and the execu
tive branch. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With
out objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Commit
tee on Armed S~rvices be authorized 
to meet during the session of the 
Senate on Wednesday, Septemhel:-28 
to hold a hearing on the update o the 
START negotiation. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With
out objection, it is so ordered. 

SUBCOiiUttlT'tErON CONSUMER AFFAIRS 

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Subcom
mittee on Consumer Affairs, of the 
Committee on Banking, Housing, and 

Urban Affairs, be authorized to meet 
during the session of the Senate on 
Wednesday, September 28, at 9:30 
a.m., to consider S. 573, the Fair De
posit Availability Act. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With
out objection, it is so ordered. 
SUBCOMMITI'EE ON LEGISLATION AND RIGHTS OF 

AMERICANS 

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Subcom
mittee on Legislation and Rights of 
Americans, of the Selected Committee 
on Intelligence, be authorized to meet 
during the session of the Senate on 
Wednesday, September 28, at 9:30 
a.m., in closed session. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With
out objection, it is so ordered. 

SUBCOMMITTEE ON INVESTIGATIONS 

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Perma
nent Subcommittee on Investigations, 
of the Committee on Governmental 
Affairs, be authorized to meet during 
the session of the Senate on Wednes
day, September 28, at 10 a.m., to hold 
a hearing on the Hotel Employees and 
Restaurant Employees International 
Union. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With
out objection, it is so ordered. 

ADDITIONAL STATEMENTS 

U.S. REFUGEE ASSISTANCE 
• Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, as so 
often in the past, we see today a refu
gee crisis which is global in scope and 
tragic in its dimensions. Refugee prob
lems afflict every region of the globe 
today and they present even greater 
challenges to our Nation's foreign 
policy and humanitarian assistance 
programs. 

There seems to be no end in sight to 
the countless men, women, and chil
dren who continue to flee their homes 
and lands for all the reasons that lie 
behind the violence and conflict and 
persecution of our times. This past 
year the need for assistance and pro
tection of refugees has grown substan
tially in many countries of first 
asylum, and there remain large num
bers of refugees requiring third-coun
try resettlement. 

Refugees must be of concern to the 
United States, not only because of our 
Nation's long and proud history in 
welcoming the homeless to our shores, 
but because refugees also pose critical 
international and foreign policy prob
lems. We know from recent history 
that massive refugee movements can 
unbalance peace and stability in the 
world as much as any arms race or po
litical or military confrontation. 

Yesterday, the Judiciary Subcom
mittee on Immigration and Refugee 
Policy held a hearing to review the 
U.S. program of assistance to refugees, 



September 27, 1983 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-SENATE 25881 
and to consult with the President's 
representatives on the number of refu
gees to be admitted to the United 
States in 1984. 

At the hearing, our distinguished 
colleague from Oregon, Senator HAT
FIELD, testified on his recent visit to 
Southeast Asia and his recommenda
tions for the Indochinese refugee pro
gram. 

I believe this testimony puts into 
perspective the dimensions of our ref
ugee resettlement program when he 
notes that this past year only about 5 
percent of those individuals entering 
the United States are refugees-a very 
small number and hardly justifying 
the negative rhetoric we have heard 
from many quarters. 

Mr. President, I commend to the at
tention of the Senate the eloquent tes
timony of Senator HATFIELD, and ask 
that it be printed in the RECORD. 

The statement follows: 
STATEKENT OF SENATOR MARK 0. HATFIELD 

BEFORE THE SUBCOIIDIITTEE ON IJOIIGRA
TION AND REFUGEES POLICY 

Mr. Chairman, let me first thank you for 
the opportunity to discuss the United 
States' refugee policy in the context of the 
consultation hearings now underway. When
ever there is an important issue within the 
jurisdiction of your Committee, Mr. Chair
man, I can rest easy knowing that is will be 
dealt with in a competent and fair manner. 

As you know, a great deal of my time this 
past year has been spent concentrating on 
this country's refugee policy, particularly as 
it pertains to Southeast Asia. Much of that 
work culminated in National Security Deci
sion Directive 93, as well as in the subse
quently issued guidelines now in effect in 
Southeast Asia. Attorney General Smith, 
Commissioner Nelson, Ambassador Douglas, 
and Mr. Purcell can stand proudly by their 
formidable product. Our entire exercise 
during the past seven months is a shining 
example of how government can identify a 
problem and solve a problem. I have never 
been more pleased with the state of our 
processing efforts in Southeast Asia than at 
this moment. 

Mr. Chairman, permit me to underscore 
what other witnesses at this hearing will 
later state on the importance of the consul
tation process. I wholeheartedly support the 
consultation process. It is through this de
liberative process that we can balance for
eign policy interests with domestic interests, 
humanitarian interests with resotirce limita
tions, and can forge a humane, rational ref
ugee policy that reflects these delicately 
struck balances. It is through the consulta
tion process that the United States can re
examine its long-held commitment to pro
viding hope and support for the millions of 
unfortunate human beings in this world 
who have been swept into flight by political 
persecution. 

Mr. Chairman, as you know probably 
better than anyone else in the Senate, there 
is no political advantage whatsoever to be 
gained from advocating a continuation of 
traditionally generous refugee and immigra
tion policies. We hear so often that "com
passion fatigue" has set in across this land, 
and that we need to slam shut the door of 
entrance to the United States. 

Irresponsible reporting and irresponsible 
politicians have blurred the distinctions be
tween persons seeking asylum, and persons 

fleeing distressed economic conditions, and 
persons seeking to come to the U.S. to be re
united with their families. 

When the important, fundamental distinc
tions between these groups are lost in the 
haze of demagoguery, the compelling rea
sons for why the United States accepts an 
identified number of human beings as refu
gees is lost as well. In 1983, the United 
States will accept for resettlement approxi
mately 60,000 refugees. This compares with 
the 1983 admission levels of 420,000 for legal 
immigrants and at least 600,000 for illegal 
immigrants. 

In other words, Mr. Chairman, of the ap
proximately 1.1 million individuals entering 
the United States in 1983, only about five 
percent are entering as refugees. And who 
makes up this 60,000? These 60,000 are per
sons from all over the world who are-fleeing 
certain suffering, and quite often, certain 
death. Whether from the Near East or the 
Middle East, Africa or Asia, these human 
beings who are seeking asylum have one 
unifying trait: they are afraid for their lives, 
and they have good reason to be afraid for 
their lives. 

This consultation process focuses on the 
appropriate U.S. level in providing asylum 
to persons fleeing political persecution. 
There is no magic formula, and there is no 
way to quantify humanitarianism and bal
ance it with the competing interests inher
ent in immigration and refugee policy deci
sion-making. I do not pretend to have the 
magic number that will represent the "per
fect balance". However, without hesitation I 
will state that the United States' role in pro
viding hope for those fleeing tyranny, in 
providing assistance to the countries of first 
asylum who bear the immediate brunt of 
refugee migration, and in providing shelter 
for our appropriate share of the refugee 
population, must not decline. 

This does not mean that the United States 
should admit everyone fleeing war or the 
threat of war. It means simply that refugee 
policy must not be the "whipping boy" for 
our country's inability to control illegal im
migration. And it means that if we abandon 
our responsibility to uphold freedom by pro
viding hope to those who are not free, then 
we have failed history and failed ourselves. 

Mr. Chairman, permit me to make three 
specific observations. First, the Administra
tion proposal to set the refugee ceiling at 
72,000 is a continuation of the annual reduc
tions that have occurred since the consulta
tion process first began. Last year the ceil
ing was 90,000, and we admitted about 
60,000. Most of this shortfall was due to our 
performance in Southeast Asia where only 
37,500 of the 64,000 ceiling were admitted. 
What can the international community 
expect to be the actual number admitted in 
1983 if the ceiling is set at 72,000? 48,000? 

Mr. Chairman, speaking from my exper
tise on Southeast Asian politics and on my 
familiarity with the Royal Thai Govern
ment, we can expect drastic involuntary re
patriation efforts if our commitment to ref
ugees in the region is perceived as wavering. 
The new guidance and representations by 
our government officials concerning the re
sidual population have kept the Thai mili
tary authorities in check despite our low 
1983 departure rates. If we send a signal to 
them that our commitment toward resettle
ment will diminish again in 1984, then the 
predictable consequence of lost lives and 
strained relations with Thailand will occur. 
Already the Thai Government is moving 
people out of the camps and back to the 
Cambodian border, and without a clear 

signal from Washington that we wish to 
maintain first asylum, more such move
ments can be expected. 

Second, the Administration has expressed 
its intention to drastically reduce the refu
gee ceiling number in 1986. In effect, the 
Administration intends to have two years of 
processing at current levels and then to find 
some way to deal with the 100,000-plus-re
sidual population left in the camps. What 
about our promises that there would be no 
residual left in Thailand and Malayasia? 
For those who suggest that voluntary repa
triation will be a viable alternative by 1986, 
I suggest to them that they are hopelessly 
naive in their understanding of Vietnam's 
intentions in Cambodia. The border would 
not be packed with hundreds of thousands 
of starving Khmer citizens if Vietnam's 
presence in Cambodia were anything other 
than a colonialization effort. 

Finally, Mr. Chairman, let me share with 
my colleagues on the Committee some ob
servations from my recent trip to Bataan in 
the Philippines. Three days before I arrived, 
a boatload of refugees from Vietnam. emaci
ated from 51 days at sea with little food and 
without even a compass, landed on the 
shores of the Philippines. They were very 
lucky. The did not die along the way due to 
pirate attacks or rough seas. There is no 
need to iterate the reasons why these 
people, like the tens of thousands before 
them, fled Vietnam. By establishing a suffi
cient ceiling in Indochina-and I believe 
50,000 is the very minimum we can estab
lish-then the expected expansion of the 
Orderly Departure Program hopefully will 
deter Vietnamese from risking their lives on 
the high seas and instead will motivate 
them to pursue the safer channels of ODP. 

Mr. Chairman, I am prepared to answer 
any questions the members of the Commit
tee may have.e 

DRUG ABUSE IN THE MILITARY 
• Mrs. HAWKINS. Mr. President, we 
are living in precarious times. Our po
litical and strategic relationship with 
the Soviet Union grows more sensitive 
and volatile each day. The slightest 
disadvantage weighing us down can tip 
the scales and send the other side 
crashing down upon us. At no other 
time in history have our weapons sys
tems been so technical and complicat
ed. At no other time in history have 
we been capable of causing total world 
destruction with the touch of a 
button. At no other time in history 
has the soldier's job been more com
plex and demanding. At no other time 
in history have our alertness and read
iness been more important. 

Mr. President, it is frightening to 
think that the soldiers in our Army, 
Navy, Air Force, and Marine Corps 
are, like their civilian counterparts, 
abuse drugs on and off the job, on and 
off duty. These are the men and 
women responsible for flying helicop
ters and jets, driving tanks, operating 
nuclear submarines, handling complex 
and sophisticated weapons, and 
making decisions that affect the lives 
of their fellow soldiers. An apathetic 
and sluggish soldier on drugs almost 
assures that we will lose the battle. 
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Drug abuse in the military is a prob
lem of paramount importance-our 
own particular brand of "doomsday 
machine." 

Marihuana is the most abused drug 
in the military. It is used mainly by 
the 18-25 age group, which comprises 
63 percent of our Armed Forces today. 
Obviously, the drug has harmful ef
fects on our soldiers' health and the 
readiness of personnel. Another grave 
concern is that the use of marihuana 
is a crime and any disregard for laws, 
rules, and regulations undermines 
order and discipline in the military 
and further erodes readiness. 

The incidence of drug abuse in the 
military is shockingly high. According 
to a 1980 DOD survey, 50 percent of 
the E1-E5 military population report
ed using marihuana. Navy personnel 
reported 26 percent of its El's-E5's 
"high" on duty. A full 25 percent of 
the total E1-E5 population of the 
Army, Navy, and Marine Corps admit
ted to a drug high on duty. The Air 
Force was conspicuously low, with 8 
percent. Mr. President, I ask permis
sion to enter three statistical tables 
into the RECORD at this point. 

The tables follow: 

POPULATION OF El-ES'S USING EACH DRUG BY SERVICE 
[Percentage] 

Drug~use Total 000 
Navy 

Service 

Marine 
Corps Air Force 

WORK IMPAIRMENT BECAUSE OF DRUG USE stress factors, precipitated the pilot 
error which caused this accident. [Percentage of El-E5 Population] 

Service 
Total DOD 

While some crew members argued 
that they had been maligned by re-

Type of 
impairment Army 

Marine ports of the drug use, others expressed 
Navy Corps Air Force relief that the drug-abuse issue had 

----------------- been uncovered. According to these 
Total with any 

impairment ....... 21 

High while 
working ............ 

Lowered 
19 

performance ..... 
Late for work/ 

10 

left early ........•• 
Did not come to 

work ................. 

22 28 

21 26 

12 15 

28 

25 

13 

sources, crew members regularly used 
amphetamines to sustain themselves 
during 18-hour workdays. This form of 

8 drug abuse was not recreational nor 
3 casual, but rather habitual. The DOD 
2 survey shows a 28-percent use of am

phetamines by Navy personnel. When 
1 contrasted to the civilian population, -----------------

Source: Worldwide Survey of Nonmedical Drug use and Alcohol use Among military use of amphetamines is twice 
Military Personnel. as high." 

Mr. President, I request permission 
PREVALENCE OF NONMEDICAL DRUG USE AND ALCOHOL to insert into the REcoRD at this point 

USE AMONG MILITARY PERSONNEL AND COMPARABLE two articles on the subject of drug 
CIVILIANS-AGES 18-25 abuse in the military. 

[Percentage of 18-25 year okl population] 
The articles follow: 

[From the Washington Post, May 13, 19831 
NINE IN ARMY SELECT UNIT FAIL MARIHUANA 

TEsT Type 

Marijuana/hashish: 
Past 30 days ..........................•...•...........••....... 
Past 12 months .............................................. . 

Amphetamines or other uppers: 
Past 30 days .................................................. . 
Past 12 months .............................................. . 

Cocaine: 
Past 30 days •..........•.••..•...........................•..... 
Past 12 months ...........................................•... 

Hallucinogens: 
Past 30 days ....... ·-········································· 
Past 12 months .............................................. . 

Barbiturrates or other downers: 
Past 30 days .............•.......••.•.•.............•.........• 
Past 12 months .............................................. . 

Tranquilizers: 
Past 30 days .................................................. . 
Past 12 months .............................................. . 

Heroin: 
Past 30 days .................................................. . 

Military r:rt:~~ 
(n=8224) (n=2022) 

40 
52 

10 
21 

7 
18 

5 
13 

<By Mike Sager> 
Nine members of the Army's select White 

~~ House Guard Company have been placed on 
company restriction and are being reas-

4 signed after unannounced urinalysis tests 
12 revealed traces of marihuana. 
10 The test was administered to the 50 mem-
23 bers of 1st Platoon, E Company, 3rd Infan-

M'/ eng use: 
Past 30 days ••• 
Past 12 

38 41 48 48 21 Alcohol~st 12 months .............................................. . 

try. The Army White House Guard, an elite 
1~ corps of 200 enlisted men who perform cere

monial duties, is attached to the Old Guard 

1~ at Fort Myer, the oldest active infantry unit 
in the Army. The results of the March 19 

3 tests were received the first of this week, ac-
12 cording to Col. Jamie Walton of the public 

information office of the Military District 
of Washington. 

The offending soldiers, Walton said, are 
months ..•...... 

Marijuana/ 
hashish: 
Past 30 days .•. 
Past 12 

months ........ . 
Amphetamines or 

other uppers: 
Past 30 days ... 
Past 12 

months ........ . 
Cocaine: 

Past 30 days ... 
Past 12 

months ........ . 
Hallucinogens 

(other than 
PCP): 
Past 30 days ... 
Past 12 

months ....•..•. 
T ranqumzers: 

Past 30 days ... 
Past 12 

months ........ . 
Barbiturates or 

other 
downers: 
Past 30 days ... 
Past 12 

months .....•... 
Opiates (other 

than heroin): 
Past 30 days ... 
Past 12 

months ........ . 
PCP: 

Past 30 days ... 
Past 12 

months ........ . 
Heroin: 

Past 30 days ... 
Past 12 

months ........ . 

50 53 

37 40 

49 52 

19 17 

17 15 

12 10 

59 

47 

58 

15 

28 

11 

25 

18 

13 

12 

61 

47 

60 

10 

25 

10 

26 

10 

21 

11 

13 

(') 

1 

33 Past 30 days .................................................. . 
Past 12 months ...................•........................... 

84 
93 ~ now awaiting reassignment from the 3rd In

fantry to other Army units. Disciplinary 
action in the form of nonjudicial punish
ment-extra duty, suspension of pay, or re
duction in grade-is also pending. 

20 1 Data standardized with repsect to sex, age, martial status, and education. 
Based on special tabulations from the 1979 national survey on drug abuse. 

32 Source: Worldwide Survey of Nonmedical Drug Use and Alcohol Use Among 
Military Personnel. 

Mrs. HAWKINS. By far and away, 
9 the Navy has the most serious drug-
2 abuse problem of all the branches of 

the Armed Forces. According to testi
mony given before the House Subcom
mittee on the Department of Defense, 
"in May 1981, the crash of an EA-6B 
aircraft aboard the U.S.S. Nimitz dra
matically focused attention in drug 

I abuse in the Navy. Six deck hands 
3 killed during the crash showed evi

dence of cannabis <marihuana/hash
ish) in their systems. After the Secre-

1 tary of the Navy advised that no trace 
4 of any drug was found in the deceased 

aircrew, the Navy's own investigation 
1 showed the pilot's body to contain an 

abnormally high dosage of an antihis
tamine (brompheniramine) not pre

(') scribed by a Navy doctor. Navy medi-
I cal records declared that such high 

(, l levels of this prescription drug can 
cause sedation, dizziness, double 

I vision, and tremors. Furthermore, the 

Two of the soldiers, contacted yesterday, 
declined to be quoted by name. One, a 23-
year-old private, said "I don't smoke mari
huana. I'm around some people who do, but 
I don't smoke it myself. 

"One morning they told us we were going 
to take a test. They handed out specimen 
bottles. I have no idea why they did it," the 
private said. The nine soldiers, he said, 
asked to be retested but were refused. 

Attempts to reach the soldiers' command
ing officer were unsuccessful. 

The White House declined comment on 
the incident through a press spokesman yes
terday. 

Random urine tests for marihuana use 
have been administered in the armed forces, 
at the discretion of individual commanding 
officers, since the beginning of last year. 
However, in an effort to crack down even 
more heavily on drug use, the Army will 
begin on July 1 processing for discharge all 
officers, noncommissioned officers and 
senior enlisted soldiers found to be drug 
users, and all enlisted soldiers determined to 
be second-time drug abusers. 

"Things are going to get very, very tough. 

- , -Less_tha_n_half_ot_one_per_cen_t _________ Navy's own accident report stated that 
Source: Worldwide Survey of Nonmedical Drug use and Alcohol use Among the high level of brompheniram.ine in 

The Army is putting out notice that drug 
use will not be tolerated," said Margaret 
Tackley of the Army public affairs office. 

Since February 1982, when the Depart
ment of Defense began giving the urine Military Personnel. the pilot's body, combined with other 
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tests to U.S. soldiers on a worldwide basis, 
Army spokesman Walton said, about 10 per
cent of those in the White House Guard 
tested showed signs of marihuana use and 
were immediately reassigned. Walton could 
not say how many soldiers that represented, 
except that it was "a small number." 

A survey of drug use in the armed forces, 
to be released soon, shows that 22 percent 
of enlisted men and women use marihuana 
at least once a month, down from 37 percent 
in 1980, the Defense Department said. 

"There has been a substantial decrease of 
drug abuse in the armed forces, and we are 
ascribing that to the increased use of urinal
ysis," said John Allen, with the depart
ment's office of health promotion. 

The urine tests for marihuana, introduced 
commercially in 1980, are considered accu
rate up to 14 days after use of the drug, ac
cording to researchers at Sylva Co. of Palo 
Alto, Calif., the company that pioneered the 
commercial tests. Current technology, how
ever, can measure neither the quantity used 
nor whether the user was actually high on 
the drug. 

In addition, conflicting claims about accu
racy have arisen. The National Institute on 
Drug Abuse claims a 95 percent or higher 
accuracy, and the military says its methods 
are virtually foolproof. But critics, like the 
National Organization for the Reform of 
Marihuana Laws, claim the tests are only 50 
percent accurate and that they can also 
wrongly accuse someone who "passively in
haled" marihuana fumes. 

Human error can be a factor as well. In 
1982, for instance, the D.C. police tested re
cruits and found that 39 had recently used 
marihuana. After the recruits alleged that. 
the bottles containing the urine samples 
were mislabeled, misplaced and possibly 
switched, 24 of the recruits were reinstated. 

[From the New York Times, Nov. 22, 19821 
SEARCHING OF NAVY MAIL FOR NARCOTICS 

STARTING 
NORFOLK, VA., Nov. 21 <UPI>.-The Navy 

began its new policy of searching military 
mail Saturday, and officials said it would 
help stem the flow of illegal drugs and con
traband to troops stationed overseas. 

The policy, which allows searches and sei-
zures of man ik __ _ ... ~usp1cious by officials 
of the ... .w.ntary Postal Service, has been 
criticized by sailors, who say it is an inva
sion of privacy. 

Previously only United States Postal Serv
ice workers were allowed to inspect mail. 
Only mail addressed to service members 
overseas and sent through the Military 
Postal Service is subject to the new policy. 

A Defense Department spokesman said 
Friday that an agreement, worked out be
tween the Pentagon and the Postal Service, 
was adopted as a policy last month and that 
it extends to all branches of the military. 
This authority has been sought for two 
years as a way of keeping narcotics from 
reaching troops overseas. 

Ship commanders and officers overseas 
were given immediate authority to begin in
specting and searching. 

Random inspections of mailbags and par
cels will be allowed, through use of metal 
detectors, drug-sniffing dogs, and fluoros
copes. But officials will be required to 
obtain a search warrant to open a letter if 
there is reasonable suspicion that contra
band exists. 

A complete statement of the parcel's 
opening must also be forwarded to the serv
ice's senior military postal official, Navy of
ficials said.e 

REFUGEE PROBLEMS IN 
CENTRAL AMERICA 

• Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, re
ports from Central America indicate 
there a serious regional crisis of 
people-of humanitarian and refugee 
problems spilling across and within 
the borders of all the countries in the 
area. Nearly a million people are refu
gees and the numbers are still grow
ing. 

The refugee crisis in El Salvador is 
even worse than it was in Vietnam. At 
the peak of our involvement in Indo
china, 8 percent of the civilians were 
displaced persons or refugees, whereas 
the number in El Salvador is now over 
10 percent. And thousands upon thou
sands of these refugees are condemned 
to exist in camps with subhuman con
ditions as deplorable as those in Viet
nam. 

That the humanitarian needs of ref
ugees have been neglected far too long 
in El Salvador is clearly documented 
in a staff report submitted to the Sub
committee on Immigration and Refu
gee Policy. There is now an urgent 
need for additional food and medical 
assistance to deal with camps which 
have been allowed to fester for over a 
year. 

The administration has talked a 
great deal about the need for more 
military aid, but we have heard little 
about the escalating humanitarian 
crisis. It makes no sense to pour mil
lions of dollars of military assistance 
to El Salvador if it cannot provide 
basic assistance and protection to its 
citizens displaced by the violence and 
conflict for which military aid is 
sought. 

Mr. President, I hope the adminis
tration will now finally give the hu
manitarian and human rights prob
lems in Central America, but particu
larly in El Salvador, the priority they 
deserve. If they are not addressed 
more adequately, they will not only 
complicate, but perhaps undermine, 
efforts to achieve peace and stability 
in the region. 

I commend to the attention of Con
gress the subcommittee's staff report, 
which was jointly filed this week by 
the chief counsel and minority coun
sel, and I ask that the summary of 
their findings and recommendations 
be printed at this point in the RECoRD. 

The summary follows: 

REFUGEE PROBLEMS IN CENTRAL AMERICA 
<Staff Report prepared for the use of the 

Subcommittee on Immigration and Refu
gee Policy) 

COMJ4ITTEE ON THE JUDICIARY, 
Washington, D.C., September 21, 1983. 

To: Senator Alan K. Simpson, Chairman, 
and Senator Edward M. Kennedy, Rank
ing Minority Member, Subcommittee on 
Immigration and Refugee Policy, Com
mittee on the Judiciary, U.S. Senate, 
Washington, D.C. 

From: Richard W. Day, Chief Counsel, 
Jerry M. Tinker, Minority Counsel. 

At your request, we undertook a study 
mission to Central America to review the 
refugee and related humanitarian problems 
in the region. Between August 30 and Sep
tember 10, 1983, we traveled to El Salvador, 
Honduras and Guatemala to assess the sep
arate, but interwoven, refugee issues, includ
ing the problems of displaced persons, ques
tions of international humanitarian assist
ance, and conditions in the field. Of particu
lar interest in El Salvador was a review of 
conditions that might bear on the question 
of whether the United States should adopt 
a policy of granting extended voluntary de
parture to Salvadorans who are not in 
lawful immigration status in the United 
States. 

In El Salvador we met with the senior 
American officers at the U.S. Embassy and 
the Agency for International Development 
<A.I.D.> mission, U.S. military advisors in 
the field, and American voluntary agency 
personnel. We had extensive discussions 
with representatives of the International 
Committee of the Red Cross, the United Na
tions World Food Program, the United Na
tions Development Program as well as with 
officers at many levels of the Salvadoran 
government, including the Minister of Inte
rior, the Director of Immigration, and offi
cials of the National Commission for Dis
placed Persons. In addition, we met with 
Monsignor Ricardo Urioste, Assistant to the 
Archbishop of El Salvador, Maria Julia Her
nandez of the Archdiocese human rights 
monitoring organization, Tutela Legal, and 
Benjamin Cestoni, Executive Secretary of 
the newly established Human Rights Com
mission in El Salvador. Field visits were 
made to San Vicente and Morazan provinces 
and to displaced persons camps in and 
ar011nd San Salvador. 

In Honduras, meetings were similarly held 
with U.S. Embassy officials, including Am
bassador John Negroponte, with senior 
members of the Honduran government and 
military, officials of the U.N. High Commis
sioner for Refugees, and with the staff of 
the voluntary agencies and church organiza
tions working in Honduras. Field visits were 
conducted to the Salvadoran refugee camp 
in the northwest at Mesa Grande, to the 
south in Danli where Nicaraguan Ladino 
refugees have fled, and to the Miskito 
Indian refugees in Mocoran near the east 
coast. 

A brief stop was made in Guatemala City 
where meetings were arranged with U.S. 
Embassy officials, including Ambassador 
Frederic Chapin, senior members of the 
Guatemalan government and military, and 
with voluntary agency personnel working in 
the field. 

The following preliminary report repre
sents our joint findings and recommenda
tions. 
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TABLE I.-SUMMARY OF REFUGEES/DISPLACED PERSONS 

IN CENTRAl AMERICA 
[September 1983) 

Dis-
Location Refugees placed 

persons 

B Salvador: 

~~~:::::: :::::::::::::::: : ::::::: : ::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: ~~:! 
SOOIDtal ................................................................................ 468,000 

HoncUas: 
Salvadorans.................................................................. 19,000 .... ············ 
Guatemalans ................................................................ 1,000 .......... ..... . := n:=/:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: &: :::::::::::::::: 

SWtolal .............................................................. 37,700 ............... . 
Guatemala: Eslinated cisplaced 1 10,000 to 450,000 ........................... 100,000 

~=::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 5~:: :::::::::::::::: 
Mexico: 

Guatemalans ................................................................ 45,000 ............... . 
Salvadorans• ............................................................... _50...:...,000 __ _ 

SOO!otal .............................................................. 95,000 ················ 

Total................................................................... 186,000 568,000 

~ totat=................................................................. 754,200 

1 No finn statistics exist oo cisplaced persons in Guatemala, but it is dearly 

a ~::e'"satrmans "' .......... timat _ __ IILJII!O'UW are gues es. 

SUKKARY OF FINDINGS AND 
RECOMMENDATIONS 

GENERAL RECOMMENDATIONS 

Central America today confronts a human 
dilemma. Throughout the region there is a 

- tide of people on the move-with over three 
quarters of a million men, women and chil
dren either displaced from their lands and 
homes, or fleeing across borders from the vi
olence, conflict, and economic adversity in 
their homeland. In El Salvador alone, well 
over 10 percent of its population are dis
placed or have fled. 1 

The numerous humanitarian issues con
fronting the region-refugee and displaced 
persons, political violence, hunger and medi
cal problems-must be dealt with more ade
quately or they will not only complicate, but 
perhaps undermine, efforts to achieve peace 
and stability in the region. 

Among the humanitarian issues needing 
attention are the following: 

1. Strengthening international protection 
and assistance to refugees and displaced 
persons.-If the needs of refugees and dis
placed persons throughout the region are to 
be adequately met, there must be an effort 
to bolster and expand the work of the sever
al international and voluntary agencies al
ready involved in the area, and to encourage 
others to join in the effort. Of particular 
importance is the work of the International 
Committee of the Red Cross <ICRC> and 
the U.N. High Commissioner for Refugees 
<UNHCR>. In Honduras, the UNHCR is per
forming an outstanding role as coordinator 
for international assistance to refugees, and 
fulfilling its mandate to provide refugee 
protection. However, in El Salvador no such 
international umbrella exists for an even 
more serious displaced person problem. It is 
urgently needed. 

The United States should lend strong di
plomatic support to the creation of an inter-

1 By comparison, and as a gauge of population 
displacement, during the worst days of the Vietnam 
War the number of internal refugees never exceed
ed 8 percent of the population. In Afghanistan, it is 
nearly 16 percent of the population, most living as 
refugees in Pakistan. 

national coordinating agency in El Salvador 
too stimulate and channel additional assist
ance to an estimated half million internal 
refugees who are in need of help. As out
lined in this report, there are currently 
three different agencies and channels for 
providing assistance to displaced persons in 
El Salvador, and too little coordination or 
mutual support exists between them. Both 
to coordinate humanitarian assistance, as 
well as to assure that needs are equally met 
among the various groups now being assist
ed-and to depoliticize the use of such aid
the U.S. should support efforts to designate 
either the ICRC, the U.N. World Food Pro
gram <WFP> or, the good offices of the 
UNHCR, as the international coordinating 
agency for humanitarian assistance in El 
Salvador. 

The ICRC already has a substantial pres
ence and record of accomplishment in El 
Salvador and could easily expand its oper
ation and staff to provide needed coordina
tion, if the government of El Salvador re
quests it and if the United States is willing 
to support its expansion. Similarly, the 
WFP is moving to establish a more perma
nent program to meet what clearly will be 
on-going food needs among displaced per
sons. Since the provision of food-and the 
food-for-work programs for the displaced-is 
by far the largest component- of the-relief 
program, WFP, is empowered to assume a 
coordinating role if asked. 

However, the role of international coordi
nator would even more appropriately and 
effectively be played by the UNHCR-which 
already has a substantial presence in the 
region and whose work with Salvadorans in 
Honduras and elsewhere is directly tied to 
the developments inside El Salvador. The 
U.S. should explore with the Salvadoran 
government the possibility of asking 
UNHCR to exercise its "good offices" func
tion to assume the role of international co
ordinator of humanitarian assistance for 
displaced persons in El Salvador. There is 
ample precedence of such action and, given 
conditions today in El Salvador, justifica
tion to move forward on it. 

2. Increased humanitarian assistance to 
El Salvador.-For nearly a year, the grow
ing number of displaced persons in El Salva
dor was not addressed by the United States 
or the government of El Salvador. The first 
effort to assess their numbers and needs was 
not launched until January, 1982, when 
there were already between 165,000 and 
200,000 displaced persons throughout the 
country. Most of them had moved in with 
friends or family members or were living in 
shantytowns around urban centers. About 5 
percent of the displaced persons were con
sidered at the time to be living in "extreme
ly deplorable conditions." Over the follow
ing year, but particularly since the begin
ning of 1983, the number of displaced per
sons in such conditions has increased as the 
problem in many locations increased into 
large-scale refugee camp situations. 

A formal government program of assist
ance was established, but needs persist. 
During the past year, the United States pro
vided a small employment generating, food
for-work type of project, and an immuniza
tion program. However, by mid-1983 it 
became apparent that such efforts were in
adequate to meet growing relief needs-in
adequate to deal with camp-like conditions 
<which are still sub-standard in some 
areas>-or to respond to shortages of food 
and medicines. 

In the days ahead, El Salvador can expect: 

A large population of displaced persons 
will remain in need of help as the conflict in 
the countryside continues and as the econo
my continues to flounder; 

Tens of thousands of displaced persons, 
mostly women and children, will remain de
pendent upon regular distributions of food 
and medicines, some in short supply and 
both subject to maldistribution; 

Pockets of serious malnutrition and dis
ease will persist among civilians in rural 
areas and contested zones cut-off by the 
fighting; 

Human rights violations will persist in 
many areas of the country as the violence 
from the left and the right continues; 

The nation's economy, and its support of 
the health, education and welfare programs 
<such as they exist> will continue to decline. 

In short, the humanitarian problems con
fronting the people of El Salvador will 
·remain. The United States should consider 
doubling its 1984 contributions to direct 
relief programs in El Salvador from the 
modest $10.5 million spent this year. A.I.D. 
should be authorized to use additional Eco
nomic Support Funds <ESF> and other ap
propriate program f~ds to support public 
health projects and employment generation 
programs for displaced persons. 

There must be a commitment to improv-· 
ing the COJl.ditions of the displaced persons 
as part of the overall strategy for economic 
recovery ilrEl Salvador. While some mili
tary assistance is obviously necessary, a 
complementary program of humanitarian 
aid is also needed to help El Salvador pro
vide basic assistance and protection to its 
citizens displaced by the conflict and vio
lence. 

3. Continued support tor refugees in Hon
duras.-After a difficult beginning, the 
UNHCR has established an effective pro
gram to assist and protect a growing numb
her of Salvadoran, Guatemalan and Nicara
guan refugees in Honduras. Although some 
problems remain in assuring protection for 
Salvadoran refugees, the dark days of the 
La Virtud situation are behind us and an ef
fective working relationship has been estab
lished between officers of the UNHCR and 
the Honduran civilian and military authori
ties. 

Camp conditions in Mesa Grande, where 
some 10,000 Salvadorans are settled, are 
good by international standards. Although 
there is not enough land to allow them to 
become self-sufficient, even if the Honduran 
government permitted them to farm it 
<which they do not, except under strict con
trols), the camp is nonetheless relatively 
spacious, the programs of support adequate, 
and education, handicraft and other pro
grams being undertaken by the voluntary 
agencies are imaginative. In fact, in the near 
term, proposals to close or transfer substan
tial portions of this camp should be discour
aged. The refugees do not want to move at 
this time, and such a move-even with self
sufficiency as its goal-would be a question
able use of scarce international resources, 
given the good conditions achieved at Mesa 
Grande at some considerable cost and 
effort. This is particularly the case if the 
companion Salvadoran camp at Colomonca
gua is moved from the border for security 
reasons, or if the refugee flow from Nicara
gua increases. 

In general, refugee conditions in Hondu
ras are stable, and the attitude of the gov
ernment in accepting its status as a country 
of first asylum should be commended. Even 
if the numbers of new arrivals were to in
crease in the future, an excellent infrastruc-
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ture of personnel and programs has been es
tablished under UNHCR auspices and it 
should be able to handle such an influx 
easily. 

The longer-term problem of reaching a 
durable solution for the refugees in Hondu
ras, especially for the Salvadorans who 
cannot stay forever, remains problematic. In 
the meantime, however, the program of as
sistance and protection is more than satis
factory and it deserves the strong support of 
the United States. 

4. Extended Voluntary Departure Jor Sal
vadorans in the United States.-It is esti
mated today that there are up to 500,000 
Salvadorans in the United States in illegal 
immigration status. Some United States 
groups have called for extended voluntary 
departure status for these people until the 
conflict in El Salvador subsides. However, 
this status has not been granted, the ration
ale being that there is no evidence of perse
cution of those who are sent back, that 
there are other countries of first asylum 
available, and that most Salvadorans here 
in the United States are economic migrants 
without valid claims to persecution in El 
Salvador. 

Extensive efforts have been made by 
many private and religious groups to deter
mine the fate of Salvadorans returning 
from the United States, and no evidence has 
been found to document - that they are 
harmed. 

There are areas of the country, particular
ly in the city of San Salvador and in the 
western provinces, where the conflict and vi
olence is minimal. There are displaced 
person camps throughout the country 
where food and medical assistance is avail
able and international personnel are 
present. And the Honduran government has 
indicated its willingness to accept all refu
gees who enter Honduras from El Salvador. 

The 300 to 350 Salvadorans who are cur
rently being returned by the United States 
to El Salvador each month 2 are subject to 
the same violence every resident of that 
country faces, but there is clear evidence 
that there is no governmentally sanctioned 
program to target or harass returning Sal
vadorans simply because they have been in 
the United States. 

However, no official agency has conducted 
a follow-up study on individual Salvadorans 
returned by the United States. Private, non
governmental groups cannot, without great 
difficulty, undertake such an assessment on 
their own, without the cooperation of the 
United States Immigration and Naturaliza
tion Service and the United States Embassy. 

This lack of documentation has resulted 
in broad support for a field study to deter
mine, to the extent possible given conditions 
in El Salvador, the fate of these Salvador
ans who are deported or who are returning 
voluntarily after being apprehended by the 
Immigration and Naturalization Service. 
This study should be sponsored by the 
United States. 

Such a study could be done on a random 
sample basis over a period of several 
months, and implemented by the U.S. Em
bassy or a voluntary agency with the coop
eration of the U.S. Embassy. The ICRC, the 
Salvadoran government's Commission on 
Human Rights, and the Tutela Legal, the 
human rights monitoring office associated 
with the Archdiocese of El Salvador, appear 
willing to acept this important role. Our 

s From October, 1982, to March, 1983, approxi
mately 2,000 Salvadorans were returned. 

government should pursue this issue with
out delay. 

Until the results of this study are avail
able, the INS should develop guidelines, 
such as are used in other areas of the world, 
which would identify certain categories of 
Salvadorans who are more likely subject to 
political violence. There is evidence that 
teachers and medical personnel face addi
tional risk. 

SPECIFIC RECOlloiMENDATIONS 

El Salvador 
1. Priorities of humanitarian assistance.

In addition to the continued provision of 
basic food and medical supplies to displaced 
persons, our assistance program should now 
give higher priority to: < 1. up-grading condi
tions in the camps <overcrowding, drainage, 
etc.>; (2. the expansion of employment gen
eration programs and targeting them to 
benefit the healtt& and welfare of the dis
placed persons as well as the local communi
ty; and <3. the establishment of handicraft 
and other training programs for women who 
are idle in the camps. 

2. Resolving the plight of displaced per
sons in church compounds.-Some 4,000 dis
placed persons-almost wholly women and 
children-are crowded into the small com
pounds of the Basilica and churches of the 
Archdiocese of El Salvador. Some have been 
there for as long as two to three years
some have even been born there-under 
conditions that severely limit their freedom. 
These families have sought the protection 
of the church because they fear that they 
will not be assisted or protected under the 
government's displaced person program. In 
the eyes of some Salvadoran military and 
government officials many of these people 
are seen as "subversives." Even if they are 
the dependent families of guerrillas or polit
ical opponents, they must receive adequate 
humanitarian assistance. 

Every effort should be made to secure the 
safe removal of these people-to have them 
settled elsewhere in El Salvador under the 
care and protection of a responsible interna
tional agency, such as the ICRC or UNHCR. 
The U.S. Embassy should lend our strong 
diplomatic support to the resolution of this 
humanitarian issue, which remains a burden 
to the church and an unnecessary confine
ment of the persons involved. It should be 
in the interests of all concerned-the gov
ernment, the church, and outside humani
tarian organizations-to resolve this prob
lem as soon as possible. 

3. Support tor human rights organiza
tions.-We should actively support the work 
of the two principal human rights organiza
tions in El Salvador, the Tutela Legal, 
which is associated with the Archdiocese, 
and the newly established Commission on 
Human Rights. The Tutela Legal has an es
tablished record. However, the new Commis
sion on Human Rights, operating out of the 
President's office, does not yet have a per
manent mandate. We should support efforts 
to codify the work of this Commission in 
the new Constitution and to assure its 
future operation and independence. 

4. Diplomatic support tor the Internation
al Committee of the Red Cross.-Two years 
ago the obstruction that the ICRC faced in 
obtaining access to prisoners was so great it 
nearly decided to close its offices and end 
the pretense that it was able to fulfill its ob
ligations under the Geneva Conventions. 
However, diplomatic intervention avoided 
that unfortunate development. _ 

The ICRC now r_eports improvement in 
their ability to provide humanitarian assist
ance to displace persons in El Salvador. It 

also has access to political and military pris
oners held by the Salvadoran authorities. 
However, it continues to face obstacles in 
obtaining responses from the government 
upon many of its recommendations. 

The ICRC still needs strong diplomatic 
support to overcome the persistent resist
ance it encounters at many levels in El Sal
vador concerning its work with political and 
military prisoners and its assistance to civil
ians in contested zones. Currently in Mora
zan provence the local commander is block
ing the transportation of food and medi
cines to the northern portions of the prov
ince, declaring that the intensity of the con
flict is too great. If this intervention is of 
only a short duration, during military oper
ations, ICRC representatives can under
stand. However, if it extends much longer, it 
will interfere with ICRC's distribution of 
relief supplies to non-combatants. 

5. Amnesty program.-For a period of 
three months this summer, El Salvador 
launched an amnesty program under which 
some 1,000 came forward-half of whom 
were political prisoners released from pris
ons. The program was hindered, however, 
by its short duration and the lack of any 
international participation to guarantee 
protection. We should encourage further 
amnesty programs under ICRC auspices, 
and we should jo~ers in the interna
tional commuruty m offering third country 
safe-haven or resettlement opportunities for 
those seeking it. For example, of the 500 po
litical prisoners released, 200 felt endan
gered being out of prison without interna
tional protection and they sought third 
country resettlement. Canada, Belgium and 
Australia agreed to give many safehaven. 
The United States should participate in re
settling those remaining as we have partici
pated in the past in international efforts to 
resettle political prisoners. 

6. Judiciary retorm.-There is a serious 
need for judiciary reform in El Salvador, 
and we should continue to support current 
programs to strengthen their criminal laws 
and judicial system-all of which affect ef
forts to correct human rights abuses. Under 
El Salvador's laws, particularly the rules of 
evidence, it is sometimes difficult to pros
ecute offenders-especially if the charges 
have political overtones. In addition, many 
judges are not respected or adequately pro
tected; not surprisingly, when difficult, con
troversial or dangerous cases come up, many 
find easier ways out. A serious effort to 
achieve judicial reform is now underway 
and it deserves strong support. 

Honduras 
1. Support of the refugee program.-As 

noted earlier, refugee conditions in Hondu
ras have stabilized and an effective interna
tional program of assistance and protection 
has been established under UNHCR auspic
es. The United States must be prepared to 
continue our support of this program until 
durable solutions are achieved for the refu
gees. And given the relative hospitality of 
the Government of Honduras towards refu
gees and its readiness to absorb refugees on 
a first asylum basis, the international com
munity needs to offer its continued assur
ance of diplomatic and financial support. 

In the case of the Salvadorans, a durable 
solution appears distant. The current situa
tion of displaced persons inside El Salvador 
will not persuade Salvadorans living in far 
better camps . and conditions outside their 
country to soon return. A more secure coun
tryside, relatively free of conflict, appears to 
be a precondition to the return of any sig-
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nificant number of those Salvadorans who 
fled the violence. 

As for the Nicaraguan Miskito Indians, 
they are well on their way to self-sufficiency 
and possible integration with the Honduran 
Miskitos. We should support the current 
care and maintenance programs of the 
UNHCR as well as assist in mobilizing re
sources to establish permanent settlements 
for the Miskitos in Honduras-if they 
choose to remain. The U.S. Mission and 
A.I.D. should become more involved in 
longer term development planning and sup
port. 

A third refugee program now emerging
Ladino refugees from Nicaragua-will likely 
require particular attention in the days 
ahead, both in terms of preparations for a 
potential influx of refugees, and in assuring 
that relief assistance is used only for hu
manitarian purposes. 

2. Protection of Salvadoran rtifugees.-The 
United States should continue to express to 
Honduran authorities our strong support 
for the UNHCR's efforts to provide protec
tion to Salvadoran refugees. This involves 
not only support of the UNHCR's presence 
in the camps, but also at the borders. 

Particular attention should be paid to pro
tecting refugees at Colomoncagua; if it is 
necessary to move this camp for security 
reasons, better planning and support will be 
necessary to avoid the problems of the earli
er move of Salvadorans from the La Virtud 
camp to Mesa Grande. Also, if the Salvador
an refugees at Colomoncagua must be relo
cated from the border, the UNHCR's con
cerns over freedom of movement should be 
dealt with. 

3. Support UNHCR seminars tor Hondu
ran military.-We should continue our sup
port of the special seminars that UNHCR 
has conducted with the Honduran army on 
the Refugee Convention's guidelines on the 
treatment of refugees. There is every indica
tion that they have had some positive effect 
on the ability of UNHCR to protect refu
gees in Honduras, especially towards arriv
ing Salvadoran and Guatemalan refugees
as evidenced .w w.uiu could have become a 
dangerous incident at the E1 Tesoro refugee 
camp fo.t Guatemalans. When the military 
arrested 18 camp residents, the Honduran 
army attempted to adhere to the UNHCR 
guidelines and sought the involvment of 
UNHCR officials. 

Guatemala 
1. Survey of needs of displaced persons.

Although it appears that a significant dis
placed persons problem is developing inside 
Guatemala, with all its attendant food, 
health, and medical problems, no one-nei
ther the Guatemalan government, the U.S. 
Embassy, nor the voluntary agencies-has a 
grasp of the dimension of the problem. Esti
mates of the total number of displaced per
sons range from 10,000 to one million. 

The United States should press for a thor
ough survey of displaced persons-their 
needs, their whereabouts and their num
bers-to be conducted either by the Embas
sy, a voluntary agency or the government. 
And we should be prepared to increase sub
stantially our humanitarian assistance pro
gram, and to support the work of the volun
tary agencies-with P.L. 480 food, with 
emergency medical supplies, and other 
relief commodities. If emergency relief is 
necessary-and some voluntary agency field 
reports indicate it will be-the American 
Ambassador should consider taking the nec
essary steps to activate immediate relief 
funds through A.I.D.'s Office of Foreign 
Disaster Assistance <which was one of the 

first sources of funding for the displaced 
persons' program in El Salvador). 

If a serious displaced persons problem 
does develop, American humanitarian assist
ance should be channeled through an inter
national or voluntary agency serving as co
ordinator of the displaced persons program. 

2. Guatemalan refugees in Mexico.-There 
are currently an estimated 41,000 Guatema
lan refugees in the southern Mexican prov
ince of Chiapas-primarily Indians from the 
Ixil-triangle who have fled military cam
paigns in the countryside in 1981-82. Al
though the situation in the field has stabi
lized, conditions remain precarious in some 
areas with only a two-week food supply and 
serious health problems. In jungle terrain, 
logistics also continue to be a problem. 

Despite a recent commitment by the 
Mexican government to offer extended as
sistance and protection to the refugees, and 
permission for the UNHCR to establish a 
permanent presence in the field, a longer
term solution is far off. Few, if any, refu
gees have been willing to accept the Guate
malan government's offer of amnesty and 
return to their country. There is a general 
lack of confidence in the protection they 
will receive when they return. A carefully 
negotiated repatriation program under 
UNHCR auspices, with strong diplomatic 
and financial support of the United States, 
might help resolve the problem. A good be
ginning will be an invitation to refugee lead
ers to return home-again, under UNHCR 
protection-to see conditions for them
selves. 

But it is unlikely they will be persuaded to 
return if they see displaced persons among 
their fellow countrymen receiving less as
sistance or protection than is being received 
under UNHCR programs in Mexico.e 

PRESS CONFERENCE SPON-
SORED BY THE DISABILITY 
RIGHTS EDUCATION AND DE
FENSE FUND 

• Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, yester
day, I had the pleasure of participat
ing in a presss conference with the 
world-famous violinist, Itzhak Perl
man, to kick off the disability public 
awareness Foundation project, which 
will be administered by the disability 
rights education and defense fund. 
The purpose of this project is to in
crease public awareness of the grass
roots disability rights and independent 
living movement and the related orga
nizations created by disabled people 
who work within the movement. In ad
dition, the project is intended to devel
op initial financial support for a foun
dation that will continue public aware
ness activities and provide support to 
various organizations run by and for 
disabled people, which have as their 
goals promoting leadership develop
ment, self-determination, and the inte
gration of disabled people into the 
social, educational, and economic 
mainstream. 

This public awareness project in
cludes a benefit concert to be held at 
the Kennedy Center on October 1, 
1984, featuring Mr. Perlman. In addi
tion, there will be a 1-hour PBS Spe
cial concerning disabled people, which 
will be hosted by Mr. Perlman. 

Unfortunately the true purpose of 
the press conference Monday was 
overshadowed by the intense media in
terest in the ongoing saga of Interior 
Secretary James Watt. As a result, Mr. 
Perlman and I were questioned almost 
exclusively on Secretary Watt's recent 
comments, and his potential fate as a 
Cabinet member. Therefore, it is im
portant that we not lose sight of the 
goals of our announced campaign. 
This project is a matter of great sig
nificance to the very real interests of 
36 million disabled Americans. 

We must continue to do all that is 
possible to raise public awareness 
about the handicapped and to pro
mote the noble goals of the disability 
rights education and defense fund. I 
urge my colleagues to join in this 
effort.e 

ORDER OF BUSINESS 
Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, is 

there further business to come before 
the Senate? 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I thank 
the distinguished deputy leader for his 
characteristic courtesy. 

I have nothing on this side. 
Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, there 

is an order for the convening time at 
9:30 a.m. in the morning, is that cor
rect? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator is correct. 

Mr. STEVENS. I thank the Chair. 

RECESS UNTIL 9:30 A.M. 
TOMORROW 

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, if 
there be no further business to come 
before the Senate, I move, in accord
ance with the order previously en
tered, that the Senate stand in recess 
until9:30 a.m. tomorrow. 

The motion was agreed to; and at 
5:55 p.m., the Senate recessed until to
morrow, Wednesday, September 28, 
1983, at 9:30 a.m. 

NOMINATIONS 
Executive nominations received by 

the Senate September 27, 1983: 
DEPARTMENT OF STATE 

Nicholas A. Veliotes, of California, a 
career member of the Senior Foreign Serv
ice, class of Career Minister, to be Ambassa
dor Extraordinary and Plenipotentiary of 
the United States of America to the Arab 
Republic of Egypt. 

IN THE AIR FORCE 

The following-named officer under the 
provisions of title 10, United States Code, 
section 601, to be reassigned to a position of 
importance and responsibility designated by 
the President under title 10, United States 
Code, section 601: 

To be general 
Gen. Jerome F. O'Malley, 171-24-0533FR, 

U.S. Air Force. 
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The following-named officer under the 

provisions of title 10, United States Code, 

section 601, to be assigned to a position of 

importance and responsibility designated by


the President under title 10, United States


Code, section 601: 

To be general


Lt. Gen. Lawrence A. Skantze,        

    FR, U.S. Air Force. 

The following-named officer under the


provisions of title 10, United States Code, 

section 601, to be reassigned to a position of  

importance and responsibility designated by 

the President under title 10, United States 

Code, section 601:


To be lieutenant general


Lt. Gen. Robert D. Russ,            FR,


U.S. Air Force.


CONFIRMATION


Executive nomination confirmed by


the Senate September 27, 1983:


DEPARTMENT OF HOUSING AND URBAN


DEVELOPMENT


Philip Abrams, of Massachusetts, to be


Under Secretary of Housing and Urban De-

velopment.


The above nomination was approved sub-

ject to the nominee's commitment to re-

spond to requests to appear and testify


before any duly constituted committee of


the Senate.


xxx-xx-xxxx

xxx-xx-xx...
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HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES-Tuesday, September 27, 1983 
The House met at 12 o'clock noon. 
The Reverend Frederick F. Missel, 

In~erfaith Caregivers, Inc., Moores
town, N.J., offered the following 
prayer: 

Gracious Father, Lord of the Na
tions and our Lord, we praise and 
thank You for this day and for Your 
presence with us. We know that apart 
from You we can do nothing, and 
there is so much that needs doing. 
Thank You that You have put us in 
places of power that the hungry may 
be fed, the naked clothed, the sick 
healed, and the ignorant given knowl
edge and light. Thank You that You 
have given us power to right wrongs 
and to lead the Nation and the world 
in the ways of peace. We would believe 
in the power of love, that the meek 
are truly blessed, and that good one 
day will carry the victory over evil. So 
we thank You for people of integrity, 
for young men and women who see vi
sions, and old men and women who 
dream dreams. Let none be discour
aged, but let us be true to that high 
calling to make all people one family 
united in love for each other and for 
You. We ask it for Your own name
sake. Amen. 

THE JOURNAL 
The SPEAKER. The Chair has ex

amined the Journal of the last day's 
proceedings and announces to the 
House his approval thereof. 

Pursuant to clause 1, rule I, the 
Journal stands approved. 

MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE 
A message from the Senate, by Mr. 

Sparrow, one of its clerks, announced 
that the Senate had passed a bill of 
the following title, in which the con
currence of the House is requested: 

S. 869. An act to amend the Export
Import Bank Act of 1945. 

THE REVEREND FREDERICK F. 
MISSEL 

(Mr. FORSYTHE asked and was 
given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
his remarks.> 

Mr. FORSYTHE. Mr. Speaker, it is a 
great pleasure and privilege to have 
with us today the Reverend Frederick 
F. Missel from my hometown of 
Moorestown, N.J. 

Reverend Missel has been an impor
tant, respected, and well-loved member 
of the community for almost 20 years 
during his service as associate pastor 

of the First Presbyterian Church of 
Moorestown. Before coming to 
Moorestown, Reverend Missel was the 
founding pastor of St. Andrews Pres
byterian Church in Berea, Ohio. Prior 
to that, he served as assistant pastor 
of the First Presbyterian Church in 
Springfield, Dl. 

Reverend Missel, a graduate of Trin
ity College in Hartford, Conn., earned 
his master of divinity at Union Theo
logical Seminary, his master of arts 
from Temple University, and his 
doctor of ministry from Drew Univer
sity. 

Dr. Missel's ministry has especially 
focused upon the needs of some of the 
most vulnerable members of our socie
ty-the sick and the aging. Through 
counseling, pastoral care, and visita
tion to homes, hospitals, and nursing 
homes, Reverend Missel has brought a 
message of comfort, hope, and caring. 
As a part of his work to alleviate pain 
and loneliness, Reverend Missel was 
responsible for organizing a volunteer 
chaplaincy program at the Burlington 
County Memorial Hospital, drawing 
together the services of 70 different 
ministers, priests, and rabbis from 
neighboring towns to make daily visits 
to patients. 

Most recently, his concerns for the 
sick and the aging have led Reverend 
Missel to take on the executive direc
torship of Interfaith Caregivers, a 
nonprofit organization formed by 
eight Moorestown churches to respond 
to the social and health needs of the 
frail elderly and the disabled. In this 
new position, Reverend Missel will be 
directing efforts to train community 
volunteers, as well as family and 
neighbors, in caring for the frail elder
ly and in coordinating the services 
available from secular agencies with 
the support which local parishes can 
provide. 

In addition to his pastoral responsi
bilities in his own church, including 
preaching and teaching, Reverend 
Missel has helped organize new 
churches and special ministries to the 
poor and to Spanish-speaking resi
dents of South Jersey. 

Reverend Missel also has a wonder
ful family: His wife, Esther; his son, 
Frederick; and his two daughters, 
Deborah Sweeney and Gillian Colyer. 

I want to extend my thanks to Chap
lain Ford for inviting Reverend Missel 
to offer today's prayer and to Rever
end Missel for helping us remember 
the true context in which our work 
here will be judged. 

THE REAGAN DEFICITS
LARGEST IN POSTWAR HISTORY 

<Mr. AKAKA asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his 
remarks and include extraneous 
matter.) 

Mr. AKAKA. Mr. Speaker, the times 
we live in are not very happy times. 
Global conflict, much of which we are 
directly involved in, spans the Earth. 
The world economy is anything but 
stable. And, to make matters worse, 
weather patterns are not what they 
should be in nations across the face of 
this planet. Floods and droughts, hur
ricanes and extreme temperatures 
occur where they are least expected. 
All of these conditions make the gen
eral world condition one of chronic in
stability and widespread hardship. As 
I said, Mr. Speaker, these are not easy 
times for any of us. 

Mr. Speaker, when times are not 
easy, it becomes even more important 
for us to control the things we can 
control. We cannot control the behav
ior of the peoples living in the Mid
east, just as the actions and reactions 
of our South American neighbors are 
well beyond our purview. We cannot 
control the drought in the Midwest 
anymore than we can prevent hurri
canes from ripping apart the State of 
Texas. What we can control, however, 
is the amount of money we spend. 
This administration can, if it chooses, 
control the size of our Nation's deficit. 
It is becoming increasingly obvious 

that controlling our Nation's deficit is 
not a matter of high priority with this 
administration. 

The facts are appalling. The small
est anticipated Reagan deficit is 
nearly twice as large as the biggest 
deficit ever run up by the Carter ad
ministration. The fact is that Mr. Rea
gan's deficits-whether measured in 
actual dollars, dollars adjusted for in
flation, or as a percentage of the 
GNP-are by far the largest deficits in 
postwar history. According to projec
tions made by the Congressional 
Budget Office, the average Reagan 
deficit over 4 years will be approxi
mately $179 billion. In 1986, according 
to CBO projections, our Nation's level 
of debt will reach a whopping $2.1 tril
lion-nearly doubling under the 
Reagan administration. 

Mr. Speaker, we can control our defi
cits, if we choose to. I, for one, am 
growing weary of hearing the same, 
old tired rhetoric of this administra
tion. I urge my colleagues and the 
American people to stop being fooled 

0 This symbol represents the time of day during the House proceedings, e.g., 0 1407 is 2:07 p.m. 

e This "bullet" symbol identifies statements or insertions which are not spoken by the Member on the floor. 
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by the President's hollow words; I urge 
my colleagues and the American 
people to simply take a good, hard 
look at the facts: Under the Reagan 
administration, we are living in the 
widest, harshest sea of red ink ever. It 
is time this administration did some
thing about it. 

I insert material concerning the 
budget deficits since World War II in 
the RECORD at this point. 

BUDGET DEFICITS SINCE WORlD WAR II 

President 

~..J,~~.::::::::: :::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: :: 
Kennedy •......•...•...............•••.•...........•.••••........••.•••.•... 
Johnson .....••........•....••.........•....................•................ 
Nixon ..............................•......................................... 
Ford ..................................•..............................•........ 
Carter ....................................................................... . 
Reagan (C80 estinate) ......................................... .. 

•In 1981 billions ol dollars. 

Average Cumulative 
defiCits per budget 
administra- defiCits as a 

tion• ~r 

+~ 
16 
17 
34 
80 
55 

179 

+0.8 
.4 

1.0 
.9 

1.5 
3.2 
2.0 
5.5 

A WHOPPING $202 BILLION 
DEFICIT 

<Mr. ALEXANDER asked and was 
given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
his remarks.> 

Mr. ALEXANDER. Mr. Speaker, 
when Harry Truman became President 
in 1945, well over half the number of 
Americans living today were not born 
yet. That was 35 years ago, and the 
Nation has had eight Presidents since 
then-Truman, Eisenhower, Kennedy, 
Johnson, Nixon, Ford, Carter, and now 
Reagan. 

During the combined tenure of these 
seven Presidents their average annual 
deficits totaled together, add up to the 
whopping figure of $202 billion. That 
is seven Presidents added together, re
member and the figure would be 
larger except that President Truman 
averaged an annual surplus of $6 bil
lion. 

Still, $202 billion-the accumulated 
annual average for all those years-is 
a huge sum. Now reflect on the fact 
that President Reagan's projected def
icit for the current fiscal year is even 
larger-$207 billion, an almost unbe
lievably enormous figure. 

Mr. Speaker, no wonder that so 
many Americans of all political per
suasions, from Main Street to Wall 
Street, are alarmed at this overwhelm
ing tide of Reagan red ink. We cannot 
swim in it, we cannot drink it, and Mr. 
Reagan sure cannot wash it off. 

0 1210 

PRESIDENT REAGAN AND THE 
FEDERAL DEFICIT 

<Mr. RICHARDSON asked and was 
given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
his remarks.) 

Mr. RICHARDSON. Mr. Speaker, it 
took us 192 years, since the first Con
gress convened in 1789, to amass a na
tional debt of $1 trillion. Under Presi
dtmt Reagan's policies, the national 
debt will hit $2 trillion by 1986. The 
President will double the national debt 
in less than 6 years. President Reagan 
has presided over the most dramatic 
surge in deficits in the history of the 
United States. Ronald Reagan has 
gone from a Presidential candidate 
who warned us of the dangers of defi
cit spending and who promised us a 
balanced budget to a President who 
has accumulated more in deficits than 
all the administrations since George 
Washington combined. 

Who has benefited from the Presi
dent's policy of "spend and spend
borrow and borrow?" Certainly not 
poor or moderate income groups. The 
so-called across-the-board tax cuts the 
President gave us in 1981 were across 
the board in name only. These tax 
cuts benefited only the wealthiest tax
payers providing little or no relief to 
most Americans. Yet, it was these tax 
cuts combined with a massive increase 
in defense spending that gave us rec
ordbreaking Federal deficits and the 
most severe economic recession since 
the Great Depression. 

We must reverse the President's 
skewed sense of priorities and reduce 
the Federal deficit. We must not idly 
stand by and listen to a President who 
supports a constitutional amendment 
to forbid his successors from running 
up deficits, while he does nothing to 
control the deficit monster now. We 
must enact a compassionate and sensi
ble economic program that provides 
necessary funding for programs that 
help our less fortunate, strengthens 
our defense in a reasonable and bal
anced manner, and restores some sem
blance of equity to our tax system. If 
we fail to act, we may all drown in a 
sea of red ink. 

MR. WATT SHOULD STOP 
POLARIZING THE NATION 

The SPEAKER pro tempore <Mr. 
ALExANDER). The gentlewoman from 
Colorado. 

<Mrs. SCHROEDER asked and was 
given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
her remarks.> 

Mrs. SCHROEDER. Mr. Speaker, I 
think it is terribly important to point 
out that a lot of the controversy 
around Secretary James Watt was pur
posely created by him. He is not an in
nocent. In October 1981, there was a 
meeting of State Republican Chairs in 
the West, and it was reported in many 
newspapers that Secretary Watt 
bragged that he relished the contro
versy surrounding him and his state
ments because controversy he created 
only made money flow into Republi
can coffers faster. Such a statement is 

shocking and it shows that a lot of 
what Secretary Watt has been doing is 
purposeful and calculated to make 
money come into the Republican Na
tional Committee. If Secretary Watt's 
insults are part of the Republican Na
tional Committee's policy to help it 
raise money, then it is only fair that 
they share some of that money with 
the many groups that Mr. Watt has 
been attacking in order to make the 
money flow. 

Enough. It is time to stop Secretary 
Watt's fundraising attacks on differ
ent groups. We should stop him from 
trying to polarize this Nation, and 
work instead to bring it together. 

MORATORIUM NEEDED ON 
OUTER CONTINENTAL SHELF 
OIL AND GAS DRILLING 
<Mr. LEVINE of California asked 

and was given permission to address 
the House for 1 minute and to revise 
and extend his remarks.) 

Mr. LEVINE of California. Mr. 
Speaker, I rise to emphasize the im
portance of including a moratorium on 
Outer Continental Shelf oil and gas 
leasing in the Santa Monica Bay in 
the Interior appropriations conference 
report later this week. Separate and 
apart from Secretary Watt's outra
geous statements, his policies and 
plans to drill for oil in the Santa 
Monica Bay would have a devastating 
and irreparable impact on the econo
my as well as the environment of that 
region. 

Southern California's beaches are 
the most heavily used beaches in the 
country. Economic damage from the 
loss of tourism, beach use, tax reve
nues, fishing revenue, property values 
and pleasure boat revenue amounting 
to hundreds of millions of dollars 
would be suffered as a result of drill
ing in the bay and would be further 
compounded if an oil spill were to 
occur. A potential spill as a result of 
drilling could damage the environment 
by harming the beaches and wildlife 
and by increasing southern Califor
nia's air pollution. Southern Califor
nia suffers from some of the worst 
smog episodes in the country. The in
creased air pollution would create real 
and dangerous additional health haz
ards. 

The moratorium that has been pro
posed should be enacted in conference 
to protect this precious natural re
source before further drilling takes 
place. 

FAD! MITR.I, A GREAT PHOTOG
RAPHER RISKS HIS LIFE FOR 
LEBANON PHOTOGRAPHS 
<Mr. RAHALL asked and was given 

permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his 
remarks.) 
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Mr. RAHALL. Mr. Speaker, on Sep

tember 15 and 16 a photo exhibit was 
on display in the rotunda of the Rus
sell Senate Office Building which I 
hope that many of my colleagues had 
the opportunity to view. The exhibit 
was titled "Battleground Lebanon: A 
Photographer•s View of the 1982 War•• 
and was sponsored by the National As
sociation of Arab Americans. The pho
tographs were taken by Fadi Mitri, a 
journalist in Beirut at the time of the 
war of last summer. 

The photo exhibit is a vivid remind
er of the destruction and human suf
fering inflicted on Lebanon last 
summer. Mr. Mitri"s photographs 
bring us closer to realizing what the 
Lebanese and Palestinians have been 
subjected to. It is especially relevant 
today because our marines are assum
ing a larger role in Lebanon. The ex
hibit has given Members of Congress a 
better perspective of what our Marines 
and the people of Lebanon are facing 
today. 

I would like to compliment Mr. Mitri 
for the superb photographs which he 
has provided for which he risked his 
life to shoot and I hope that he will 
continue to share his work with us in 
the future. 

LET•S REMOVE THE IMF 
DEADLOCK 

<Mr. SCHUMER asked and was 
given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
his remarks.> 

Mr. SCHUMER. Mr. Speaker, today 
the President will address the Interna
tional Monetary Fund and he will 
state to them that while he has been 
doing everything he can to see that 
the U.S. commitment to appropriate 
$8.4 billion is fulfilled that the Con
gress is deadlocked and the Congress 
ought to act. 

Well, Mr. President, if you really 
want to see Congress pass the IMF bill 
then I would urge you to do several 
things. 

First, I would urge you to get your 
party to stop attacking Democrats 
who voted for the bill because you are 
losing support every minute because of 
that event. I would urge you to get 
many members of your party to vote 
for the bill. In our House it was the 
Democratic side that carried the legis
lation. And, finally, Mr. President, I 
would urge you to look at some of the 
amendments that have been passed 
which make things easier on the world 
economy and the beleaguered Third 
World countries such as Brazil and do 
not allow the banks to make record 
profits on these terrible loans. Until 
you do those things, Mr. President, 
the Congress will remain deadlocked. 

CHUN BYUNG IN, PILOT OF KAL 
FLIGHT 007 

<Mr. BLILEY asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his 
remarks.> 

Mr. BLILEY. Mr. Speaker, I would 
like to eulogize Chun Byung In, the 
45-year-old pilot of KAL flight 007. 
Father of a 10-year-old son and a 13-
year-old daughter, Mr. Chun had been 
with KAL since 1972. During that time 
he was described as a model pilot and 
received a citation last year for his ac
cident free record. He left his family 
on August 27 with a simple see you 
soon, as he went on his way to what he 
expected to be a routine flight. But it 
was not a routine flight. Mr. Chun's 
life was taken as well as the 268 pas
sengers that accompanied him when 
their flight strayed into the hands of 
the Soviets. 

Mr. Speaker, we realize of course, 
that there is nothing we or the Soviets 
can do to bring back the lives of the 
KAL 007 flight victims. However, we 
can, we must and we will ask the Sovi
ets to give new life and freedom to 
others as a reparation for this heinous 
crime against humanity. Specifically 
we call upon the Soviet Union, in repa
ration for the life of Chun Byung In, 
to release another man of conscience; 
a champion of freedom and justice, 
Ints Calitis. 

This Latvian freedom fighter has de
voted his life to the people of the 
Baltic Republics. His activities have 
kept him in and out of concentration 
camps from 1947 to 1964. He was a 
signer of the "Memorandum from 45 
Baits" against the Molotov-Ribben
trop Pact that led to the occupation of 
the Baltic States by the Soviet Union. 
Most recently, he was arrested in 1983 
for having contact with the West and 
possessing Western publications. He is 
presumed to be currently held in the 
KGB headquarters and prison, and is 
due to be sentenced this month. 

AMERICA'S CUP 
<Mr. MOLINARI asked and was 

given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
his remarks.> 

Mr. MOLINARI. Mr. Speaker, heart
iest congratulations are in order for 
the victorious Australians in this 
year's America's cup. 

The competition this year was in
tense, with contenders from Australia, 
Great Britain, France, Canada. and 
Italy. In the seventh and final race, 
Australia II, with John Bertrand at 
the helm, overcame a substantial lead 
held by the U.S. yacht Liberty, under 
the leadership of Dennis Conner, and 
captured the cup. 

I was fortunate to meet Dennis 
Conner and John Bertrand this past 
weekend. The extent of the interest 
generated worldwide by this contest 

was phenomenal. This has to go down 
in history as one of the greatest sport
ing events of all times and certainly 
the skipper, the sponsors, the crew of 
the Australia II and, for that matter 
all Australians, have a right to be 
proud of their great achievement. 

I ask my colleagues in Congress to 
join me in the true American spirit of 
good sportsmanship in extending 
heartfelt congratulations to our Aus
tralian friends. As Americans, I know 
that we can be proud of winning the 
cup back in 1851 and holding the title 
in 24 successful defenses since then. 
Now, it is Australia's tum and they 
certainly deserve the honor. 

CONGRESSIONAL PROGRAMS TO 
HELP FARMERS 

<Mr. HARKIN asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his 
remarks.> 

Mr. HARKIN. Mr. Speaker, Ameri
ca's farmers have proven time and 
again they have the productive capac
ity to produce abundant supplies of 
food and fiber for both domestic and 
exports markets. Yet with this sum
mer's drought and record heat, we 
have been reminded, once again that 
agriculture remains a risky business 
subject to natural forces which stretch 
far beyond the farmer's control. 

I believe one of the functions of gov
ernment is to maintain a reserve avail
able to families whose livelihood have 
been disrupted by natural disasters 
whether from hurricane, tornadoes, 
floods, or droughts. Now we have been 
told that there is no reserve available 
and that enough is enough and we can 
dono more. 

Obviously some farmers are in a po
sition to absorb the losses of just 1 bad 
year. However there are cow-calf pro
ducers in southern Iowa who were in 
trouble before this year's drought. 
This year started with an unusually 
cold, wet spring in which many pro
ducers lost 30 percent or more of their 
new born calves. In addition they have 
had poor crops harvests the past sever
al years along with low livestock prices 
and throughout it all they have had to 
pay double digit interest rates. 

These producers now face a difficult 
choice. Many will be forced to liqui
date their mother herds in order to 
pay their bills. Once their cows have 
gone to slaughter, their only other 
option will be to convert their pasture 
land into intensive row crop produc
tion and try to survive raising com on 
soils best suited for grazing cattle. In 
the long run, the American consumer 
will pay, not only for higher meat 
prices but for higher soil conservation 
costs as well. 

This need not happen. The Congress 
has provided the authority to imple
ment livestock feed programs which 
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are designed to assist the family 
farmer maintain his herd until new 
feed supplies become available in the 
next growing season. I intend to con
duct a hearing in my Subcommittee on 
Livestock, Dairy, and Poultry to fur
ther explore these existing programs. 

We need to move forward quickly 
and in a way which will insure that 
our investment in this emergency as
sistance does in fact aid those whose 
very survival as family farmers de
pends upon having these supplemental 
feed programs implemented as soon as 
possible. 

RENEWAL OF U.S. AGREEMENT 
FOR A BASE IN THE PHILIP
PINES 
<Mr. PEASE asked and was given 

permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his 
remarks.) 

Mr. PEASE. Mr. Speaker, whether 
our country renews a base agreement 
with the Marcos regime in the Philip
pines ought to be strictly a commercial 
decision. At the same time, we should 
make very clear to President Marcos 
that our country reserves complete 
freedom to cut our aid levels and take 
whatever other steps we deem appro
priate to protest the repressive human 
rights policies of the Marcos regime 
and to encourage a return to demo
cratic government in the Philippines. 
It is an affront to the American and 
the Filipino people that President 
Marcos would attempt to use the nego
tiations over a new base agreement to 
blackmail President Reagan into visit
ing the Philippines in November. 

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE 
SPEAKER PRO TEMPORE 

The SPEAKER pro tempore <Mr. 
RAHALL). Pursuant to the provisions of 
clause 5 of rule I, the Chair announces 
that he will postpone further proceed
ings today on each motion to suspend 
the rules on which a recorded vote or 
the yeas and nays are ordered, or on 
which the vote is objected to under 
clause 4 of rule IX. 

Such rollcall votes, if postponed, will 
be taken today after debate has been 
concluded on both suspensions. 

INTERNATIONAL COFFEE 
AGREEMENT ACT AMENDMENTS 

Mr. ROSTENKOWSKI. Mr. Speak
er, I move to suspend the rules and 
pass the bill <H.R. 3813) to amend the 
International Coffee Agreement Act 
of 1980. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
H.R. 3813 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of 
Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, That the 
International Coffee Agreement Act of 1980 
<19 U.S.C. 1356k et seq.) is amended-

(1) by amending section 2 by striking out 
"for such period prior to October 1, 1983 as 
the agreement remains in effect," and in
serting in lieu thereof "before October 1, 
1985,"; and 

(2) by amending each of sections 2, 3, and 
5 by striking out "1976" and inserting in lieu 
thereof "1983". 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu
ant to the rule, a second is not re
quired on this motion. 

The gentleman from Illinois <Mr. 
ROSTENKOWSKI) Will be recognized for 
20 minutes and the gentleman from 
Minnesota <Mr. FRENzEL) will be recog
nized for 20 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Illinois (Mr. ROSTENKOWSKI). 

Mr. ROSTENKOWSKI. Mr. Speak
er, I yield myself such time as I may 
consume. 

Mr. Speaker, H.R. 3813 grants until 
1985 authority for the President to im
plement the terms of the Internation
al Coffee Agreement of 1983, a multi
lateral agreement between the major 
coffee exporting and importing coun
tries recently ratified by the Senate. 
H.R. 3813 would extend the same au
thority granted by Congress in 1980 to 
implement the earlier 1976 Interna
tional Coffee Agreement. The bill per
mits the President to regulate the im
portation of coffee in accordance with 
the terms of the agreement. The 
agreement provides for export quotas 
and buffer stocks by exporting coun
tries, which are then enforced by im
porting countries through regulations 
of the type permitted in H.R. 3813. 
These stocks are released when prices 
get too high, thus maintaining stable 
prices in a range acceptable to all 
members. The bill also contains many 
measures to protect the interests of 
U.S. consumers and to prevent unwar
ranted price increases by exporting na
tions. 

This legislation is strongly support
ed by the administration and by the 
vast majority of the U.S. coffee indus
try, including importers, roasters, and 
distributors. 

The Committee on Ways and Means 
has maintained strict oversight of this 
legislation, and is satisfied that ade
quate consumer safeguards exist. We 
will have an opportunity to review the 
effects of the legislation and the 
agreement in 1985, when this bill ex
pires. At that point, we will be able to 
decide whether renewal of the imple
menting authority for the remaining 4 
years of the agreement is warranted. 

Mr. Speaker, I urge adoption of the 
bill. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield the balance of 
my time to the gentleman from Flori
da <Mr. GIBBONS); the subcommittee 
chairman. 

Mr. FRENZEL. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Speaker, I support H.R. 3813, a 
bill providing authority to the Presi
dent to implement the International 
Coffee Agreement signed by the United 

States on March 23, 1983, and recently 
ratified by the Senate. The new agree
ment is set to go into effect on October 
1, 1983, replacing the document that 
has governed world coffee trade for the 
past 7 years. 

The objective of the International 
Coffee Agreement is to stabilize the 
price of coffee within a range that is 
negotiated annually by both consumer 
and producer signatories. This goal is 
achieved, as was the case under the 
1976 Coffee Agreement, through coun
try export quotas, stockpiling require
ments and agreed price ranges. In 
order to maintain supply and demand 
equilibrium, quotas are increased and 
stocks released when prices are rising 
and quotas become more restrictive 
when prices are falling. Quotas are 
suspended altogther if prices rise to 
exceptionally high levels. 

The United States imports about 30 
percent of the coffee traded on the 
world market. Coffee imports amount
ed to $2.7 billion in 1982. Therefore, it 
remains important that the United 
States insure an adequate role for con
suming nations. This agreement con
tains provisions that improve the par
ticipation of importing countries. Most 
importantly, although not directly in
volved in quota negotiations, consum
ing countries must approve the final 
quota distribution. Also there is great
er assurance that stocks will be there 
when prices rise since each producing 
country's export quota partially de
pends on its level of stocks. 

Concern has been raised in the past 
that commodity agreements, including 
the Coffee Agreement, have not ad
quately protected the consumer and, 
in some instances, have served as a 
cover for cartel activities and other 
unfair trade practices. In order for the 
Congress to more carefully monitor 
the effectiveness of the 1983 Coffee 
Agreement, intended to be in effect 
through 1989, this legislation grants 
authority to implement for only 2 
years. Renewal of implement author
ity, will depend on whether the agree
ment succeeds in protecting the inter
ests of consuming nations and insuring 
fair market discipline. 

Mr. Speaker, the administration has 
strongly urged the Congress to ap
prove this implementing bill in time to 
have the new agreement in place by 
the first of October. I urge my col
leagues to join me in voting "yes" on 
H.R. 3813. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield back the bal
ance of my time. 

Mr. GIBBONS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

I am about to yield back the balance 
of my time, too, and hope that we can 
go ahead and pass this resolution. 

The chairman of the full committee, 
the gentleman from Illinois <Mr. Ros
TENKOWSKI), and the gentleman from 
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Minnesota <Mr. FRENZEL) have fully 
explained the purpose of the resolu
tion. 

This is not an earth-shaking piece of 
congressional business. The other 
body has already ratified the treaty 
that the administration has entered 
into. We are merely setting up the 
housekeeping functions here that 
have to be carried out because of our 
role in regulating trade. 

I can promise you that there will be 
close supervision of the carrying out of 
this, close oversight. 

0 1230 
I hope that we can get this little 

piece of housekeeping out of the way. 
Mr. Speaker, unless there are ques

tions, I will yield back the balance of 
my time and urge an affirmative vote. 
e Mr. GUARINI. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
in support of H.R. 3813, the Interna
tional Coffee Agreement Act of 1983, 
legislation which I have introduced 
with my colleague, Mr. FRENZEL. I 
want to thank both Chairman GIB
BONS and Chairman ROSTENKOWSKI 
for their expeditious handling of this 
legislation. With the present agree
ment expiring on September 30, the 
prompt consideration given to this leg
islation was greatly appreciated. With 
this said, I urge my colleagues to sus
pend the rules and pass H.R. 3813, the 
International Coffee Agreement Act 
of 1983. 

The United States has participated 
in International Coffee Agreements 
since 1962 in an effort to stabilize the 
wide variations in price and to balance 
the economic interests of producers 
and consumers. The basic framework 
of the 1983 agreement is similar to the 
agreement that has been in effect 
since 1976. 

The International Coffee Agreement 
of 1983 was negotiated by 71 countries. 
The International Coffee Agreement, 
the ICA, is an international treaty, 
and as such was ratified by the United 
States Senate on July 27. 1983, by a 
vote of 100 td 0. 

One of the, main reasons this treaty 
was un~ously approved by the 
Senate was its acceptance by consumer 
organizations. These groups have no 
problem with an agreement that as
sures stability of prices and long-term 
supply. An American consumer adviser 
was present during the negotiations of 
the treaty. and he fully approved the 
final agreement. 

Coffee is the most important agricul
tural commodity in the export trade of 
the developing world. Over 40 nations 
depend on coffee for export earnings, 
and 10 of these nations earned more 
than 25 percent of their foreign ex
change from coffee exports. 

The United States is the world's 
largest consumer of coffee, and U.S. 
participation in the ICA is important 
for the economies of the developing 
nations. Full U.S. involvement serves a 

foreign policy goal of improving rela
tions with these developing countries. 

The 71 countries participating in the 
ICA of 1983 are responsible for virtual
ly all production of coffee and over 90 
percent of world coffee consumption. 
The ICA itself contains no fixed price 
objective. Rather, each year the mem
bers of the International Coffee Orga
nization establish a price range based 
on current production and consump
tion trends, inventory levels, and other 
factors that influence the market. 
This price range is not agreed upon 
until it is accepted by two-thirds of 
both the consuming and producing 
countries. 

Finally, the International Coffee 
Agreement of 1983 is an improvement 
over the agreements of 1962, 1968, and 
1976. The 1983 ICA enhances the role 
of the importing countries in deter
mining individual country exports, re
fines the provisions regarding export 
shortfalls, and clarifies the language 
outlining the producers' obligation to 
refrain from market activity outside 
the scope of the agreement. 

The bill before you today, H.R. 3813, 
implements U.S. participation in this 
treaty for a 2-year period. Similar lan
guage was adopted in 1980 by Con
gress, and a 1-year extension was 
granted by the 97th Congress in order 
to allow the negotiations on the new 
treaty to continue. 

I urge my colleagues to suspend the 
rules and pass H.R. 3813. Thank you.e 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. All 
time has expired. 

The question is on the motion of
fered by the gentleman from Illinois 
(Mr. ROSTENKOWSKI) that the House 
suspend the rules and pass the bill, 
H.R. 3813. 

The question was taken; and <two
thirds having voted in favor thereof> 
the rules were suspended and the bill 
was passed. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 

GENERAL LEAVE 
Mr. GIBBONS. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent that all Members 
may have 5legislative days in which to 
revise and extend their remarks on the 
bill, H.R. 3813, which has just been 
passed. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is 
there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from Florida? 

There was no objection. 

TEMPORARY EXTENSION OF 
HOUSING AND COMMUNITY 
DEVELOPMENT 
Mr. GONZALEZ. Mr. Speaker, I 

move to suspend the rules and pass 
the joint resolution <H.J. Res. 366), to 
provide for the temporary extension 
of certain insurance programs relating 
to housing and community develop-

ment, and for other purposes, as 
amended. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
H.J. RES. 366 

Resolved by the Senate and House of Rep
resentatives of the United States of America 
in Congress assembled, 

EXTENSION OF FEDERAL HOUSING ADMINISTRA· 
TION MORTGAGE INSURANCE PROGRAMS 

SECTION 1. <a> Section 2<a> of the National 
Housing Act is amended by striking out "Oc
tober 1, 1983" in the first sentence and in
serting in lieu thereof "December 1, 1983". 

<b> Section 217 of such Act is amended by 
striking out "September 30, 1983" and in
serting in lieu thereof "November 30, 1983". 

<c> Section 221<f) of such Act is amended 
by striking out "September 30, 1983" in the 
fifth sentence and inserting in lieu thereof 
"November 30, 1983". . 

(d)(l) Section 235(h)(l) of such Act is 
amended by striking out "September 30, 
1983" in the last sentence and inserting in 
lieu thereof "November 30, 1983". 

<2> Section 235<m> of such Act is amended 
by striking out "September 30, 1983" and in
serting in lieu thereof "November 30, 1983". 

(3) Section 235(q)(l) of such Act is amend
ed by striking out "September 30, 1983" in 
the last sentence and inserting in lieu there
of "November 30, 1983". 

<e> Section 236<n> of such Act is amended 
by striking out "September 30, 1983" and in
serting in lieu thereof "November 30, 1983". 

(f) Section 244(d) of such Act is amend
ed-

(1) by striking out "September 30, 1983" 
in the first sentence and inserting in lieu 
thereof "November 30, 1983"; and 

<2> by striking out "October 1, 1983" in 
the second sentence and inserting in lieu 
thereof "December 1, 1983". 

(g) Section 245(a) of such Act is amended 
by striking out "September 30, 1983" in the 
last sentence and inserting in lieu thereof 
November 30, 1983". 

(h) Section 809(f) of such Act is amended 
by striking out "September 30, 1983" in the 
last sentence and inserting in lieu thereof 
"November 30, 1983". 

(i) Section 810(k) of such Act is amended 
by striking out "September 30, 1983" in the 
last sentence and inserting in lieu thereof 
"November 30, 1983". 

(j) Section 1102(a) of such Act is amended 
by striking out "September 30, 1983" in the 
last sentence and inserting in lieu thereof 
November 30, 1983". 

(k) Section llOl<a> of such Act is amended 
by striking out "September 30, 1983" in the 
last sentence and inserting in lieu thereof 
"November 30, 1983". 

EXTENSION OF FLEXIBLE INTEREST RATE 
AUTHORITY 

SEc. 2. Section 3<a>< 1) of the Act entitled 
"An Act to amend chapter 37 of title 38 of 
the United States Code with respect to the 
veterans' home loan program, to amend the 
National Housing Act with respect to inter
est rates on insured mortgages, and for 
other purposes", approved May 7, 1968 (12 
U.S.C. 1709-1<1)), is amended by striking out 
"October 1, 1983" in the first sentence and 
inserting in lieu thereof "December 1, 
1983". 

EXTENSION OF REHABILITATION LOAN 
AUTHORITY 

SEC. 3. Section 312<h> of the Housing Act 
of 1964 is amended-
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<1> by striking out "September 30, 1983" 

and inserting in lieu thereof "November 30, 
1983";and 

<2> by striking out "October 1, 1983" and 
inserting in lieu thereof "December 1, 
1983". 

EXTENSION OF RURAL HOUSING AUTHORITIES 

SEC. 4. <a> Section 515<b><5> of the Hous
ing Act of 1949 is amended by striking out 
"September 30, 1983" and inserting in lieu 
thereof "November 30, 1983". 

<b> Section 517<a><1> of such Act is amend
ed by striking out "September 30, 1983" and 
inserting in lieu thereof "November 30, 
1983". 

<c> Section 523(!) of such Act is amended 
by striking out "September 30, 1983" in the 
last sentence and inserting in lieu thereof 
"November 30, 1983". 

EXTENSION OF FLOOD, CRIKE, AND RIOT 
INSURANCE PROGRAMS 

SEc. 5. <a> Section 1319 of the National 
Flood Insurance Act of 1968 is amended by 
striking out "September 30, 1983" and in
serting in lieu thereof "November 30, 1983". 

<b> Section 1336<a> of such Act is amended 
by striking out "September 30, 1983" and in
serting in lieu thereof "November 30, 1983". 

<c> Section 120l<b><l> of the National 
Housing Act is amended by striking out 
"September 30, 1983" and inserting in lieu 
thereof "November 30, 1983". 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is a 
second demanded? 

Mr. McKINNEY. Mr. Speaker, I 
demand a second. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. With
out objection, a second will be consid
ered as ordered. 

The gentleman from Texas <Mr. 
GONZALEZ) will be recognized for 20 
minutes and the gentleman from Con
necticut <Mr. McKINNEY) will be rec
ognized for 20 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Texas <Mr. GoNZALEZ). 

Mr. GONZALEZ. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield myself such time as I may con
sume. Earlier this year, Congress ap
proved a temporary extension of cer
tain authorities of the Secretary of 
Housing and Urban Development. 
This was necessary because without 
that action, the Secretary's authority 
to issue FHA mortgage insurance 
would have ceased; also the authority 
to provide flood, riot and crime insur
ance would cease. That temporary ex
tension of authority was enacted in 
the full expectation that the Congress 
would complete action on a regular 
housing authorization bill by the end 
of the current fiscal year. Unfortu
nately, although the House has ap
proved a comprehensive housing bill 
in the form of H.R. 1, the other body 
has yet to take any action on housing 
programs. That being the case, we are 
faced once again with the expiration 
of vital housing and community devel
opment programs at the end of this 
week. 

In the past year we have seen a 
fair-not robust-but fair recovery in 
the housing market. It is a recovery 
that is fragile, because the interest 
rate outlook remains uncertain. This is 
a critical time for the housing busi-

ness, and any lapse of the FHA mort
gage insurance program would be a 
severe blow not only to housing, but 
the economy generally. 

One particular concern to many of 
my colleagues is that the section 235 
assisted program authority will also 
expire on Saturday. This cutoff exists 
because the Gramm-Latta Act created 
a date certain beyond which the Secre
tary could no longer make commit
ments under the section 235 program. 
Even though there is no new 235 hous
ing authorization, there are still units 
being built under previously enacted 
authority. My personal preference 
would be to strike the Gramm-Latta 
date certain, so that the section 235 
pipeline could be closed off in an or
derly way. However, the minority has 
reservations about striking that provi
sion of law, and accordingly I will 
offer an amendment to House Joint 
Resolution 366 providing for a tempo
rary extension. This temporary exten
sion is acceptable to me, as a matter of 
comity, and it is also acceptable to the 
minority. 

The resolution is offered in amended 
form to provide for a 60-day, rather 
than a 30-day, extension of the basic 
housing law authorities. I am doing so 
because I understand from the Senate 
that every effort is being made to. 
move a housing bill there, and the 
other body requests a 60-day extender 
in order to allow time for the Senate 
to act, and hopefully a conference to 
be completed on H.R. 1. I recognize 
the good intentions and good faith ef
forts being made by the other body, 
and am happy to accommodate them 
by offering an amendment for a 60-
day extension of housing law author
ity. This amendment has been cleared 
with the minority and is acceptable to 
them. 

To summarize, House Joint Resolu
tion 366 provides an essential exten
sion of the basic insuring authorities 
of the Secretary of Housing and 
Urban Development-FHA mortgage 
insurance, crime, riot and flood insur
ance, and authority to continue 
making final commitments under the 
section 235 assisted housing program. 
At the proper time, I will offer an 
amendment that makes this extension 
valid for 60 days. The motion I will 
offer has been cleared with the minor
ity, and the resolution as amended will 
be, I am assured, acceptable to the 
Senate. There is no controversy with 
regard to this matter, and I urge sup
port of the resolution. 
e Mr. STGERMAIN. Mr. Speaker, I 
rise in support of House Joint Resolu
tion 366, which is necessary to provide 
extensions of the authorities of the 
Secretary of HUD to insure mortgages 
under provisions of the National Hous
ing Act. In addition, the resolution ex
tends the authority of the Farmers 
Home Administration to continue the 
rural housing programs, and, finally, 

the resolution extends the three Fed
eral insurance programs administered 
by the Federal Insurance Administra
tion-flood insurance, crime insurance, 
and riot reinsurance. 

Originally, this extender resolution 
provided for only a 30-day extension 
of authorities, but with an amendment 
called up today by the distinguished 
chairman of the Housing Subcommit
tee, Mr. GoNZALEZ of Texas, the exten
sion would be for 60 days, until No
vember 30 of this year. We are provid
ing for this additional time period at 
the request of the leadership of the 
Senate Banking Committee. They 
have told us that they need this addi
tional time to attempt to pass the 
Senate housing authorization bill, S. 
1338. A week ago, Mr. Speaker, I 
would not have agreed to this more 
lengthy extension, but in the past 
week, the leadership of the Senate 
Banking Committee has indicated to 
me that they are attempting to get the 
Senate housing authorization bill ap
proved by the Senate and to confer
ence with the House bill, H.R. 1. 

Mr. Speaker, I urge adoption of 
House Joint Resolution 366 with the 
pending amendments.e 

Mr. McKINNEY. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield myself such time as I may con
sume. 

Mr. Speaker, today Chairman GoN
ZALEZ and I are asking the House to 
suspend the rules and pass House 
Joint Resolution 366 with an amend
ment. As is appropriate for considering 
legislation under this procedure, the 
resolution is supported by both sides 
of the aisle and is noncontroversial. 

House Joint Resolution 366 as 
amended will extend until November 
30 certain Federal insurance programs 
that otherwise are slated to expire on 
September 30. We propose a 60-day ex
tension of these programs. This will 
allow those people administering the 
FHA mortgage insurance program and 
the Federal crime, riot, and flood in
surance programs to operate with the 
knowledge that their legal authority 
to make new commitments will not be 
expiring on a week-to-week or month
to-month basis. The extension also 
will allow the Senate to work whatever 
miracles are needed to complete con
sideration of a housing authorization 
bill which would include a full year au
thorization for these insurance pro
grams. 

When the House passed a similar ex
tension of these programs in May of 
this year, I pledged "to do all that I 
can to see that the Members get a 
housing bill to vote on before this ex
tension expires." I met my pledge but 
unfortunately the other body has not 
been able to move as swiftly as we did. 
I hope that this additional time will 
prove fruitful and once again pledge 
my efforts to the production of an om
nibus housing authorization bill. 
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In asking you to pass this resolution 

today I am seeking an orderly continu
ation of those insurance programs 
which are vital to our housing indus
try. As we have seen lately, there are 
encouraging signs that the housing in
dustry may be emerging from the 
depths of its depression in a sustained 
fashion. 

This, if so, will be encouraging news 
for all Americans. As housing goes, so 
goes the economy. A strong housing 
industry will mean jobs for millions of 
unemployed and the ripple effect 
across the Nation in small communi
ties and small businesses will stimulate 
the recovery we so desperately need. 

Mr. Speaker, as I said, this legisla
tion is very important to our housing 
programs and is noncontroversial. It 
has bipartisan congressional support 
and the administration supports the 
60-day extension of these programs. I 
am certain the House will agree that 
the rules should be suspended and 
House Joint Resolution 366 will be 
adopted. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield such time as he 
may consume to the gentleman from 
Ohio (Mr. WYLIE). 

Mr. WYLIE. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman for yielding this time to 
me. 

I rise in strong support of House 
Joint Resolution 366, with the com
mittee amendment, and urge its adop
tion. I want to simply commend the 
gentleman from Texas ,(Mr. GoNZALEZ) 
and the gentleman from Connecticut 
<Mr. McKINNEY) for bringing it up 
today. 

As has been mentioned, it would 
extend the FHA insurance authority 
beyond the expiration date of October 
1, 1983. The extension is only for 2 
months and I support that time limit. 

In addition to the extension of the 
FHA programs, the resolution would 
also extend certain housing programs 
under the jurisdiction of the Farmers' 
Home Administration and the flood, 
crime, and riot insurance programs of 
the Federal Insurance Administration, 
which is part of the Federal Emergen
cy Management Agency. 

Mr. Speaker, I support limiting this 
extension to 60 days because I still be
lieve we can get a housing bill this 
year. I am going to continue to work 
toward that end, and I hope we will be 
successful in obtaining final passage of 
a housing authorization bill during 
this 60-day period. I also support the 
extension of certain authorizations
notably those dealing with crime and 
riot insurance-even though I am on 
record as opposing their permanent re
authorization. I simply do not feel this 
is the time or the place to wage that 
battle. We can consider and dispose of 
these issues at a later date. 

I urge the House to pass House Joint 
Resolution 366. 
• Mr. VENTO. Mr. Speaker, while I 
intend to support House Joint Resolu-

tion 366, I do so with the greatest re
luctance. My reluctance is not based 
on any opposition to the programs re
authorized by the legislation. Indeed, 
FHA, flood insurance, and Farmers 
Home Administration are essential 
programs which have served this coun
try well for decades. 

Instead, my reluctance stems from 
the fact that this legislation is made 
necessary by the absence of responsi
ble action by the other body. Twice 
this session the House has passed criti
cal housing and community develop
ment legislation. Chairman ST GER
MAIN, Chairman GONZALEZ, the Bank
ing Committee, and the House have 
met their responsibilities. However, 
there has been no similar action in the 
other body and no leadership demon
strated by the administration on this 
important issue. 

I would much prefer that today we 
would be considering a conference 
report on the housing reauthorization. 
However, today's action demonstrates 
further good-faith effort which should 
not be misinterpreted. It does not 
signal any reduced commitment to 
produce a comprehensive housing bill, 
It does not signal that we are any less 
convinced of the critical need for a 
housing production program, for as
sistance to homeowners facing foreclo
sure, for a program to assist local gov
ernments to foster community devel
opment, or for a program to assist the 
homeless in our society. These goals 
remain the objectives of this Member 
and I am certain the objectives of this 
committee. 

Recently there has been consider
able discussion in the media that other 
important legislation will be delayed 
until action on a housing bill has been 
completed. While there is no attempt 
to directly link a housing bill with 
other legislation, it should be recog
nized by all parties that it will be hard 
for this committee or this Member to 
find any legislation which is more de
serving of our time and effort than a 
comprehensive housing bill. 

Mr. Speaker, I wish to commend the 
gentlemen from Rhode Island and 
from Texas for the leadership they 
have provided on housing issues this 
year and to express my confidence in 
their ability to convince the other 
body and the administration of the 
need for swift action on a comprehen
sive housing bill.e 
• Mr. COYNE. Mr. Speaker, I rise in 
support of House Joint Resolution 
366, a bill which would temporarily re
authorize certain housing and commu
nity development programs. 

This measure is truly a stopgap one. 
As amended, it would authorize for 2 
months several key programs, includ
ing Federal Housing Administration 
mortgage insurance, section 312 reha
bilitation loans, Farmers Home Ad
ministration rural housing programs, 

and riot reinsurance, crime and flood 
insurance. 

It is unfortunate that we must legis
late in this manner. Without an exten
sion of this type, however, it is unlike
ly that we will see passage of a com
prehensive housing and community 
development bill for fiscal 1984. 

The House has done its part. We ap
proved by a healthy margin a housing 
bill which made necessary changes in 
existing law. The Senate, reacting, I 
believe, to a lack of initiative by the 
administration on behalf of a compre
hensive bill, has failed to act on the 
measure. 

No Member of this House needs to 
be reminded that we have not had a 
housing bill signed into law since 1980. 
Are we to witness an entire Presiden
tial term without a piece of housing 
legislation signed by the President? 

We cannot continue to give our 
housing and community development 
needs such a low priority. 

Let us go ahead with the legislative 
process. 

Let us resolve differences, if neces
sary, in a conference committee be
tween the two Houses. 

But most of all, Mr. President, let us 
have a housing bill this year. 

If no such bill is forthcoming, I 
would submit that the blame lies not 
with the House, whi~h has acted, but 
with the administration, whose lack of 
action has derailed a critical piece of 
domestic legislation.• 

Mr. McKINNEY. Mr. Speaker, I 
have no further requests for time, and 
I yield back the balance of my time. 

Mr. GONZALEZ. Mr. Speaker, I have 
no further requests for time, and I yield 
back the balance of my time. 

GENERAL LEAVE 

Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous con
sent that all Members may have 5 legis
lative days in which to revise and 
extend their remarks on the joint reso
lution under consideration. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is 
there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from Texas? 

There was no objection. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 

question is on the motion offered by 
the gentleman from Texas <Mr. GoN
ZALEZ) that the House suspend the 
rules and pass the joint resolution, 
House Joint Resolution 366, as amend
ed. 

The question was taken; and <two
thirds having voted in favor thereof) 
the rules were suspended and the joint 
resolution, as amended, was passed. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE 
SPEAKER PRO TEMPORE 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu
ant to the provisions of clause 5, rule 
I, the Chair will now put the question 
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on the motion on which further pro
ceedings were postponed on Monday, 
September 26, 1983. 

EXPORT ADMINISTRATION ACT 
TEMPORARY EXTENSION 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
unfinished business is the question of 
suspending the rules and passing the 
bill, H.R. 3962, as amended. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

0 1240 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 

question is on the motion offered by 
the gentleman from Washington <Mr. 
BoNKER) that the House suspend the 
rules and pass the bill, H.R. 3962, as 
amended, on which the yeas and nays 
are ordered. 

The vote was taken by electronic 
device, and there were-yeas 410, nays 
0, not voting 23, as follows: 

Ackerman 
Addabbo 
Akaka 
Albosta 
Alexander 
Anderson 
Andrews <NC> 
Andrews <TX> 
Annunzio 
Anthony 
Applegate 
Archer 
Asp in 
AuCoin 
Badham 
Barnard 
Barnes 
Bartlett 
Bateman 
Bates 
Bedell 
Beilenson 
Bennett 
Bereuter 
Berman 
Bethune 
Bevill 
Bilirakis 
Bliley 
Boehlert 
Boggs 
Boland 
Boner 
Bonker 
Borski 
Bosco 
Boucher 
Boxer 
Breaux 
Britt 
Brooks 
Broomfield 
Brown<CA> 
Brown<CO> 
Broyhill 
Bryant 
Burton<CA> 
Burton <IN> 
Byron 
Campbell 
Carney 
Carper 
Chandler 
Chappell 
Chap pie 
Cheney 
Clarke 
Clay 
Clinger 
Coats 
Coelho 

[Roll No. 3551 

YEAS-410 
Coleman <MO> 
Coleman <TX> 
Collins 
Conable 
Conte 
Conyers 
Cooper 
Coughlin 
Courter 
Coyne 
Craig 
Crane, Daniel 
Crane, Philip 
Crockett 
D'Amours 
Daniel 
Dannemeyer 
Daschle 
Daub 
Davis 
de laGarza 
Dellums 
Derrick 
De Wine 
Dicks 
Dixon 
Donnelly 
Dorgan 
Dowdy 
Downey 
Dreier 
Duncan 
Durbin 
Dwyer 
Dymally 
Dyson 
Early 
Eckart 
Edgar 
Edwards <AL> 
Edwards <CA> 
Edwards <OK> 
Emerson 
English 
Erdreich 
Erlenborn 
Evans <IA> 
Evans <IL> 
Fascell 
Fazio 
Feighan 
Ferraro 
Fiedler 
Fields 
Fish 
Flippo 
Florio 
Foglietta 
Foley 
Ford<MI> 
Forsythe 

Fowler 
Frank 
Franklin 
Frenzel 
Frost 
Fuqua 
Garcia 
Gaydos 
Gejdenson 
Gekas 
Gephardt 
Gibbons 
Gilman 
Gingrich 
Glickman 
Gonzalez 
Goodling 
Gore 
Gradlson 
Gramm 
Gray 
Green 
Gregg 
Guarini 
Gunderson 
Hall <IN> 
Hall<OH> 
Hall, Ralph 
Hall, Sam 
Hamilton 
Hammerschmidt 
Hansen<ID> 
Hansen<UT> 
Harkin 
Hatcher 
Hawkins 
Hayes 
Hefner 
Hertel 
Hightower 
Hiler 
Hillis 
Holt 
Horton 
Howard 
Hoyer 
Hubbard 
Huckaby 
Hughes 
Hunter 
Hutto 
Hyde 
Ireland 
Jacobs 
Jeffords 
Jenkins 
Johnson 
Jones (NC> 
Jones<OK> 
Jones<TN> 
Kaptur 

Kaslch 
Kastenmeler 
Kazen 
Kemp 
Kennelly 
Klldee 
Kindness 
Kogovsek 
Kolter 
Kostmayer 
Kramer 
Lagomarsino 
Lantos 
Latta 
Leach 
Leath 
Lehman<CA> 
Lehman<FL> 
Leland 
Lent 
Levin 
Levine 
Levltas 
Lewis<CA> 
Lewis <FL> 
Lipinski 
Livingston 
Loeffler 
Long<LA> 
Long<MD> 
Lott 
Lowery <CA> 
Lowry<WA> 
Lujan 
Lundlne 
Lungren 
Mack 
MacKay 
Madigan 
Markey 
Marlenee 
Marriott 
Martin <IL> 
Martin<NC> 
Martin<NY> 
Martinez 
Mavroules 
Mazzoli 
McCain 
McCandless 
McCloskey 
McCollum 
McCurdy 
McDade 
McEwen 
McGrath 
McHugh 
McKernan 
McKinney 
McNulty 
Mica 
Michel 
Mikulski 
Miller <CA> 
Miller<OH> 
Min eta 
Minish 
Mitchell 
Moakley 
Molinari 
Mollohan 
Montgomery 
Moody 
Moore 
Moorhead 
Morrison <CT> 

Biaggi 
Bonior 
Carr 
Corcoran 
Dickinson 
Dingell 
Ford<TN> 
Hance 

Morrison <WA> 
Mrazek 
Murphy 
Murtha 
Myers 
Natcher 
Neal 
Nelson 
Nichols 
Nielson 
Nowak 
O'Brien 
Oberstar 
Obey 
Olin 
Ortiz 
Ottinger 
Owens 
Oxley 
Packard 
Panetta 
Parris 
Pashayan 
Patman 
Patterson 
Pease 
Penny 
Pepper 
Perkins 
Petri 
Pickle 
Porter 
Price 
Pritchard 
Pursell 
Quillen 
Rahall 
Rangel 
Ratchford 
Ray 
Regula 
Reid 
Richardson 
Ridge 
Ritter 
Roberts 
Robinson 
Rodino 
Roe 
Roemer 
Rogers 
Rose 
Rostenkowski 
Roth 
Roukema 
Rowland 
Roybal 
Rudd 
Russo 
Sabo 
Savage 
Sawyer 
Schaefer 
Scheuer 
Schneider 
Schroeder 
Schulze 
Schumer 
Seiberling 
Sensenbrenner 
Shannon 
Sharp 
Shaw 
Shelby 
Shumway 
Shuster 

Sikorski 
Simon 
Slslsky 
Skeen 
Skelton 
Slattery 
Smith<FL> 
Smith <IA> 
Smith<NE> 
Smith<NJ> 
Smith, Denny 
Smith, Robert 
Snowe 
Snyder 
Solarz 
Solomon 
Spence 
Spratt 
StGermain 
Staggers 
Stark 
Stenholm 
Stokes 
Stratton 
Studds 
Stump 
Sundquist 
Swift 
Synar 
Tallon 
Tauzin 
Taylor 
Thomas<CA> 
Thomas<GA> 
Torres 
Torricelll 
Towns 
Traxler 
Udall 
Valentine 
VanderJagt 
Vento 
Volkmer 
Vucanovich 
Walgren 
Walker 
Watkins 
Waxman 
Weaver 
Weber 
Weiss 
Wheat 
Whitehurst 
Whitley 
Whittaker 
Whitten 
Williams (MT) 
Williams <OH> 
Wilson 
Winn 
Wirth 
Wise 
Wolf 
Wolpe 
Wortley 
Wright 
Wyden 
Wylie 
Yates 
Yatron 
Young<AK> 
Young<FL> 
Young<MO> 
Zablocki 
Zschau 

NAYS-0 
NOT VOTING-23 

Harrison 
Hartnett 
Heftel 
Hopkins 
LaFalce 
Lloyd 
Luken 
Matsui 

0 1250 

Oakar 
Paul 
Rinaldo 
Siljander 
Stangeland 
Tauke 
Vandergriff 

So <two-thirds having voted in favor 
thereof) the rules were suspended and 
the bill, as amended, was passed. 

The result of the vote was an
nounced as above recorded. 

The title was amended so as to read: 
"A bill to extend the authorities under 
the Export Administration Act of 1979 
until October 14, 1983." 

A motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 

0 1300 

TRIBUTE TO ROBERT K. GIBBS 
<Mr. HUBBARD asked and was 

given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
his remarks.) 

Mr. HUBBARD. Mr. Speaker, I speak 
today in tribute to and recognition of a 
longtime friend of mine, Robert K. 
Gibbs of Henderson, Ky., who died on 
August 13 at the age of 78. 

Bob Gibbs, long prominent in Hen
derson industrial circles, was truly in
dispensable to his community. His per
sonal drive and ambition were un
matched. His friends and family affec
tionately referred to Bob Gibbs as a 
one-man employment bureau for thou
sands of Kentuckians throughout the 
years. He created jobs and sustained 
those jobs, and his businesses pros
pered, even in hard times. 

A pioneer in the plastics field, Gibbs 
founded Tri-State Plastics in Hender
son, a plant with four or five employ
ees which made toys. At the time of 
his death, he was chairman of the 
board of Gibbs Die Casting Aluminum 
Corp., an industrial plant with over 
500 employees, manufacturing a wide 
variety of products for such customers 
as IBM and General Motors. 

An unselfish, compassionate, and 
strong man, Bob Gibbs attributed his 
successes to his employees who, at his 
insistence, were practically all from 
Henderson or the immediate area. A 
fair man, he made sure his employees 
were properly trained for their jobs. 
He also insured they were competitive
ly salaried. His generosity seemed to 
have no bounds. "No one will ever 
know the many things he did for and 
gave to others anonymously," said one 
longtime employee of his boss. 

Indeed, Henderson lost possibly one 
of its biggest boosters for the city 
upon the death of Bob Gibbs. He was 
supportive of and kind to me as his 
Congressman on many occasions. I was 
proud to call him a friend. 

Survivors include two sons, Gary, a 
Henderson attorney, and Nick, presi
dent of Gibbs Die Casting; a .daughter, 
Susan Gibbs of Housatonic, Mass.; 
four grandchildren, and two sisters. I 
extend my sympathy to the survivors 
and friends of this fine individual who 
was truly an inspiration to those of us 
who knew and respected him. 

COAL PIPELINE ACT OF 1983 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu

ant to House Resolution 309 and rule 
XXIII, the Chair declares the House 



25896 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-HOUSE September 27, 1983 
in the Committee of the Whole House 
on the State of the Union for the fur
ther consideration of the bill, H.R. 
1010. 

IN THE COJOUTTEE OF THE WHOLE 
Accordingly the House resolved 

itself into the Committee of the 
Whole House on the State of the 
Union for the further consideration of 
the bill <H.R. 1010) to amend the Min
eral Leasing Act of 1920 with respect 
to the movement of coal, including the 
movement of coal over public lands, 
and for other purposes, with Mr. 
KILDEE <Chairman pro tempore> in the 
chair. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 
The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. 

When the Committee of the Whole 
rose on Monday, September 19, 1983, 
all time for general debate on the bill 
had expired. 

Pursuant to the rule, the text of 
H.R. 3857 is considered as an original 
bill for the purpose of amendment 
under the 5-minute rule in lieu of the 
amendments recommended by the 
Committee on Interior and Insular Af
fairs and the Committee on Public 
Works and Transportation now print
ed in the reported bill, and each sec
tion is considered as having been read. 

The Clerk will designate section 1. 
Mr. UDALL. Mr. Chairman, notwith

standing the fact that the rule pro
vides that the bill shall be considered 
section by section for purposes of 
amendment, I ask unanimous consent 
that the bill be considered as read, 
printed in the RECORD, and open to 
amendment at any point. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. Is 
there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from Arizona? 

Mr. VENTO. Mr. Chairman, reserv
ing the right to object, would the 
chairman please explain the purpose 
of his request? I am concerned· because 
there are a large number of amend
ments that have been printed with re
spect to this particular bill and I think 
that the orderly consideration of the 
bill might be enhanced by going in 
order so that Members know during 
the course of the afternoon or the 
evening, whatever the state of consid
eration, when amendments might 
likely be on the floor. 

I do not understand what particular 
purpose is served by this request. 

Mr. UDALL. If the gentleman would 
yield, there were some informal discus
sions between Members on our side of 
the argument and Members on the 
other side. Several Members expressed 
the idea that we ought to get on with 
the more important amendments 
which may be scattered at different 
places in the bill and that this simply 
give Members an opportunity to get 
their important amendments and get 
them up early, rather than spending 
the afternoon on minor amendments. 

Mr. HOWARD. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. VENTO. I yield to the distin
guished chairman of the Committee 
on Public Works and Transportation, 
the gentleman from New Jersey. 

Mr. HOWARD. And also for this 
reason: That there are many amend
ments and we would not want to put 
any Member in a position of being 
busy at one time or another and come 
in and have his section of the bill 
passed and not have the opportunity 
to offer an amendment. Even if he 
asked unanimous consent, any 
Member may deny that. 

So we think that just to protect all 
of the Members on this big and long 
bill, that is the reason for this request. 

Mr. VENTO. I thank the gentleman 
for his explanation. 

Mr. SHUSTER. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. VENTO. I yield to the gentle
man from Pennsylvania. 

Mr. SHUSTER. We were made 
aware a few moments ago of this re
quest and we considered it carefully. 
Frankly, we think that it adds to the 
consideration of the bill because I 
know the amendments which we have 
drafted have been drafted in such a 
fashion that they can be offered 
throughout the bill, and we really 
think that the gentleman's unani
mous-consent request will help in the 
orderly and fair consideration of the 
bill. 

Mr. VENTO. Mr. Chairman, I with
draw my reservation of objection. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. Is 
there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from Arizona? 

There was no objection. 
The text of the amendment in the 

nature of a substitute is as follows: 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of 

Representatives of the -United States of 
America in Congress assembled, 

SHORT TITLE AND TABLE OF CONTENTS 
SECTION 1. This Act may be cited as the 

"Coal Pipeline Act of 1983". 

TABLE OF CONTENTS 
Sec. 1. Short title and table of contents. 
Sec. 2. Findings and purpose. 
Sec. 3. State water law. 
Sec. 4. Definitions. 
Sec. 5. Rights-of-way across Federal lands. 
Sec. 6. Applicable requirements concerning 

Federal lands. 
Sec. 7. Existing rights-of-way and pending 

proceedings. 
Sec. 8. Regulations. 
Sec. 9. Eminent domain authority. 
Sec. 10. Certificate. 
Sec. 11. Certain additional uses of right-of-

way. . 
Sec. 12. Underground construction, surveys, 

and land restoration. 
Sec. 13. Enforcement and penalties. 
Sec. 14. Amendment to Interstate Com-

merce Act. 
Sec. 15. Coal pipeline safety. 
Sec. 16. Construction work in progress. 
Sec. 17. Buy American. 
Sec. 18. Continuing jurisdiction of State 

public utility commissions. 

FINDINGS AND PURPOSE 
SEC. 2. <a> The Congress hereby finds and 

declares that-
< 1 > the continuing dependence of the 

United States on foreign sources for petrole
um and petroleum products entails grave 
national security risks, results in major bal
ance-of-payment deficits, and causes in
creases in inflation and unemployment in 
the domestic economy; 

<2> the United States possesses extensive 
coal reserves that must be produced, trans
ported, and utilized to reduce the Nation's 
dependence on imported petroleum; 

<3> domestic coal reserves cannot be devel
oped and used for fuel unless adequate 
transportation systems and facilities exist 
for the efficient and economic transporta
tion of coal to markets in interstate and for
eign commerce at competitive prices across 
great distances; 

(4) the Nation's coal transportation 
system should include coal pipelines that 
will assist the Nation to develop efficiently 
and use its coal resources; 

(5) the construction of coal pipelines to 
transport domestic coal will be facilitated by 
granting the power of eminent domain to 
certain coal pipelines; 

<6> the construction of coal pipelines is a 
beneficial public use that justifies granting 
the Federal power of eminent domain to 
those pipelines for which a finding of na
tional interest or public convenience and ne
cessity has been made pursuant to this Act; 

<7> State water law and interstate alloca
tions are carefully balanced and structured 
systems for the allocation of water; 

(8) the need for coal pipelines is subservi
ent to the national interest in the primacy 
of State water law and interstate alloca
tions; and 

<9> therefore, the national interest is best 
served by developing coal pipelines only if 
such development is now or hereafter per
mitted by those State water laws and inter
state allocations, notwithstanding the oth
erwise impermissible burden which may 
thereby be imposed on interstate commerce. 

<b> The purpose of this Act is to facilitate 
the development of coal pipelines by grant
ing the Federal power of eminent domain to 
those coal pipelines that are determined to 
be in the national interest or required by 
the public convenience and necessity, except 
that Congress declares that the develop
ment of coal pipelines may occur only if 
now or hereafter permitted by State water 
law and interstate allocations, and hereby 
delegates to and ratifies the exercise of such 
authority by the States as further set forth 
herein. 

STATE WATER LAW 
SEc. 3. Notwithstanding any other provi

sion of this Act or any amendment made by 
this Act or any other Federal law-

< 1 > neither the United States nor any 
other person or entity shall reserve, appro
priate, use, divert, dedicate, export, or oth
erwise claim or exercise any right or interest 
in, water within any State for a coal pipe
line unless such reservation, appropriation, 
use, diversion, dedication, export or claim 
takes place pursuant to the substantive and 
procedural law of that State; 

<2> pursuant to the commerce clause in ar
ticle I, section 8, of the United States Con
stitution, the Congress hereby expressly del
egates to the States the power to establish 
and exercise in State law, whether now in 
existence or hereafter enacted, terms or 
conditions <including terms or conditions de
nying or terminating use> for the reserva-
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tion, appropriation, use, export, or diversion 
of or other claim to, or exercise of any right 
in, water for a coal pipeline, notwithstand
ing any otherwise impermissible burden 
which may thereby be imposed on interstate 
commerce; 

<3> nothing in this Act or any amendment 
made by this Act shall impair the validity of 
any provision of State law, regulation, or 
rule of law or of any interstate compact or 
treaty governing the appropriation, use, 
export, or diversion of, or other claim of 
right to water; 

<4> nothing in this Act or any amendment 
made by this Act shall alter the rights of 
any State to its apportioned share of the 
waters of any body of surface or ground 
water, whether determined by past or 
future interstate compacts, or by past or 
future legislative or judicial allocation; 

<5> no State acting under the authority of 
this section may restrict the importation or 
movement through the State of water ac
quired in another State and within- a coal 
pipeline; 

<6> nothing in this Act or any amendment 
made by this Act shall affect water rights of 
any Indian or Indian tribe; and 

<7> nothing in this Act or any amendment 
made by this Act shall preempt or otherwise 
affect any State or Federal law or interstate 
compact or treaty relating to water quality 
or disposal. 
In the event of any conflict between the 
provisions of this section and any other pro
vision of this Act or any amendment made 
by this Act or other Federal law, the provi
sions of this section shall govern. 

DEFINITIONS 

SEC. 4. As used in this Act-
<1> The term "antitrust laws" includes the 

Clayton Act <15 U.S.C. 12 et seq.), the Sher
man Act <15 U.S.C. 1 et seq.), and the 
Wilson Tariff Act <15 U.S.C. 8 et seq.>. 

<2> The term "coal" means any of the rec
ognized classifications of coal, including an
thracite, bituminous, semibituminous, subbi
tuminous, and lignite. 

<3> The term "coal pipeline" means any 
pipeline system for the transportation of 
coal in a liquid or solid state, whether alone 
or mixed with other substances, from a 
point outside a State to a point within such 
State or between two points in a State 
through another State. A coal pipeline in
cludes the line pipe, valves, pumping sta
tions, coal collection lines or systems, and 
similar equipment or facilities used or 
useful in the movement of coal. 

<4> The term "coal pipeline carrier" means 
a person transporting coal by coal pipeline 
or proposing to transport coal by coal pipe
line. 

<5> The term "Commission" means the 
Interstate Commerce Commission. 

<6> The term "Federal lands" means lands 
owned by the United States other than 
lands which are-

<A> located on the Outer Continental 
Shelf <as defined by the Outer Continental 
Shelf Lands Act>, 

<B> designated as wilderness, 
<C> designated by statute as wilderness 

study areas on or before January 1, 1983, 
<D> administered as part of the national 

park system, or units of the national park 
system established on or before January 1, 
1983, 

<E> held in trust for an Indian or Indian 
tribe or owned by an.Jndian or Indian tribe 
subject to a restraint against alienation im
posed by the United States, or 

<F> held in trust by, or under the control 
of, the Tennesee Valley Authority. 

Nothing in subparagraph <B> of this para
graph shall be construed to affect the au
thority of the President under section 
4<d><4> of the Wilderness Act. 

<7> The term "interstate allocation" 
means the allocation of water between 
States by interstate compact or legislative 
or judicial allocation. 

<8> The term "private lands" means any 
interest in any land other than interests <A> 
owned by the United States or owned by 
any State or any political subdivision there
of; <B> held in trust by the United States for 
an Indian or Indian tribe or owned by an 
Indian or Indian tribe subject to a restraint 
against alienation imposed by the United 
States; or <C> owned by a regional or village 
corporation established under the Alaska 
Native Claims Settlement Act if such land 
was transferred to such corporation pursu
ant to such Act. 

<9> The term "right-of-way" means any in
terest in land, including, but not limited to, 
any easement, lease, permit, or license to 
occupy, use, or traverse any Federal land or 
private land. 

<10> The term "Secretary" means the Sec
retary of the Interior. 

< 11 > The term "small and independent 
coal producer" means-

<A> when used with respect to a coal pipe
line for which an application for certificate 
is filed under section 10 of this Act, a coal 
producer who-

m produced two hundred thousand tons 
or less of coal during the calendar year pre
ceding the calendar year in which such ap
plication is filed, and 

(ii) is not affiliated with any other compa-
ny; and · 

<B> when used with respect to any portion 
of the capacity of a coal pipeline for which 
an election of contract service is filed under 
section 10951 of title 49, United States Code, 
a coal producer who-

m produced two hundred thousand tons 
or less of coal during the calendar year pre
ceding the calendar year in which such elec
tion is filed, and 

<ii> is not affiliated with any other compa
ny. 
For purposes of this paragraph, a coal pro
ducer shall be treated as affiliated with an
other company if such company controls, is 
controlled by, or is under common control 
with such coal producer. The term "control" 
shall have the same meaning as provided by 
section 10102 of title 49, United States Code. 

<12> The term "State" means a State of 
the United States and the District of Co
lumbia. 

(13) The term "State law" includes all 
that body of constitutional or statutory law, 
judicial precedent, administrative regulation 
and administrative decision, whether now in 
existence or hereafter enacted, decided, or 
promulgated by a State or its properly con
stituted officials. 

RIGHTS-OF-WAY ACROSS FEDERAL LANDS 

SEC. 5. <a> Except as provided in this sec
tion and section 7 of this Act, the Secretary 
may grant or renew to a person who holds a 
certificate issued under section 10 of this 
Act to construct a coal pipeline or extension 
thereof, rights-of-way over, under, upon, or 
through any Federal lands necessary for 
construction, operation, and maintenance of 
such pipeline or extension. In any case in 
which such Federal lands are administered 
by _th~ ~ad of any oth~r ~ncy, depart
ment, or instrumentality of the United 
States, the Secretary shall first consult the 
head of such other agency, department, or 
instrumentality before granting rights-of-

way over, under, upon, or through such 
lands. The Secretary shall enter into inter
agency agreements with the heads of all 
other agencies, departments, or instrumen
talities of the United States administering 
Federal lands for the purpose of avoiding 
duplication, assigning responsibility, expe
diting review of applications for rights-of
way under this section, issuing joint regula
tions, and assuring a decision by the Secre
tary based upon a comprehensive review of 
all factors involved in any application for a 
right-of-way under this section. Each head 
of any such agency, department, or instru
mentality shall administer and enforce the 
provisions of this Act, appropriate regula
tions, and the terms and conditions of 
rights-of-way granted by the Secretary inso
far as they involve Federal lands under the 
administrative jurisdiction of such agency, 
department, or instrumentality. 

<b> Notwithstanding any other provision 
of law relating to any Federal lands, any 
right-of-way over, under, upon, or through 
Federal lands for the construction, oper
ation, maintenance, or extension of a coal 
pipeline for which a certificate has been 
issued under section 10 of this Act, shall be 
granted or renewed after the date of enact
ment of this Act only as provided in this sec
tion and sections 6 and 7 of this Act. 

<c> No right-of-way may be granted under 
this section if such right-of-way is over, 
under,upon,orthrough-

(1) any Federal land which is part of a 
recreation area or unit of the national wild
life refuge system of national, State, or local 
significance as determined by the Federal 
officials having administrative jurisdiction 
over such area or refuge, or 

(2) any Federal land which is part of a his
toric site of national, State, or local signifi
cance as determined by the Federal officials 
having administrative jurisdiction over such 
site, 
unless there is no feasible and prudent al
ternative to the acquisition of such right-of
way and reasonable planning is made to 
minimize harm to such area, refuge, or site 
resulting from construction, operation, and 
maintenance of the coal pipeline or exten
sion thereof. 

APPLICABLE REQUIREMENTS CONCERNING 
FEDERAL LANDS 

SEc. 6. <a> A right-of-way granted or re
newed by the Secretary under section 5 of 
this Act shall be granted or renewed in ac
cordance with the conditions, requirements, 
and other provisions set forth in sections 
302, 304, 305, 313, 501 <other than subsec
tion <a> thereof>, 503, 504, 505 <other than 
paragraph <iv> of subsection <a> thereof>, 
506, 508, 509 <other than subsection <b> 
thereof>, and 510 of the Federal Land Policy 
and Management Act of 1976 <Public Law 
94-579), except that in applying such condi
tions, requirements, or provisions to a right
of-way granted or renewed under such sec
tion, any reference, to the term "public 
lands" shall be treated as a reference to the 
term "Federal lands" as defined in section 4 
of this Act. 

<b> Each right-of-way granted or renewed 
by the Secretary undel' section 5 of this Act 
shall contain such other terms and condi
tions as the Secretary deems necessary to 
carry out the purposes of this Act and to 
protect the public interest in the lands tra
versed by the right-of-way and the lands ad
jacent to the right-of-way. 
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EXISTING RIGHTS-OF-WAY AND PENDING 

PROCEEDINGS 

SEC. 7. <a> Nothing in this section and sec
tion 5 or 6 of this Act shall affect any right
of-way for a coal pipeline over, under, upon, 
or through Federal lands if such right-of
way was granted before the date of the en
actment of this Act, except that in any case 
in which a certificate has been issued with 
respect to such coal pipeline under section 
10 of this Act, such right-of-way may be re
newed, extended, or acquired only as provid
ed in this section and sections 5 and 6 of 
this Act. 

<b><l> The granting and administration of 
any right-of-way for a coal pipeline over, 
under, upon, or through Federal lands pur
suant to an application or other request 
which-

< A> was made under title V of the Federal 
Land Policy and Management Act of 1976 or 
under any other authority of law, and 

<B> was not finally disposed of before the 
date of enactment of this Act, 
shall be governed by such title V or other 
authority of law, as the case may be. The 
provisions of this section and sections 5 and 
6 of this Act shall not affect any proceed
ings respecting any such application or 
other request. 

<2> The provisions of this section and sec
tions 5 and 6 shall not affect lawsuits com
menced prior to the date of enactment of 
this Act. 

REGULATIONS 

SEC. 8. The Secretary and the Commission 
may each issue such regulations as may be 
necessary to carry out their respective func
tions under this Act. 

EKINENT DOMAIN AUTHORITY 

SEC. 9. <a><l> Subject to the other provi
sions of this'section, any person who holds a 
certificate issued under section 10 of this 
Act to construct a coal pipeline or extension 
thereof may acquire rights-of-way over, 
under, upon, or through private lands neces
sary for construction, operation, and main
tenance of such pipeline or extension by ex
ercise of the power of eminent domain. Any 
action or proceeding to acquire lands or in
terests therein by eminent domain shall be 
filed in the appropriate court of the State in 
which such lands are located. 

<2> In any case in which, by reason of 
State law, an action referred to in para
graph <1> of this subsection may not be 
brought in a State court, such action may 
be brought in the appropriate United States 
district court. 

<3> Upon petition of any affected landown
er, an action brought in a State court under 
paragraph <1> of this subsection shall be re
moved to the appropriate United States dis
trict court. If such action is so removed and 
if State law does not provide for or permit 
trial by jury in any such action, the affected 
landowner shall have the right to a trial by 
jury in the removed action. 

<4> Subject to paragraph (3) of this sub
section, in any action under this subsection, 
State law shall control the issues of compen
sation, trial by jury, and siting alternatives, 
except that State law shall not control if 
the effect of such law would prohibit an ac
quisition for reasons unrelated to the acqui
sition or use of water rights by a coal pipe
line carrier and would not allow a reasona
ble alternative acquisition. 

<b> Nothing in this Act or any amendment 
made by this Act shall be construed to 
permit any person <including the Secretary, 
the Commission, any other official or em
ployee of the United States, or any coal 

pipeline carrier> to acquire any right to 
take, use, or develop water through exercise 
of the power of eminent domain. 

<c> Any person who brings an action pur
suant to this section shall pay all reasonable 
attorney's fees, as determined by the court, 
incurred by a landowner if the amount of 
the final offer to purchase the land in ques
tion made to the landowner prior to the ini
tiation of the action is not at least eighty 
percent of the value of the land as deter
mined pursuant to the action; except that 
such attorney's fees shall only exceed 
$20,000 if the court makes a finding of bad 
faith on the part of the condemner. 

(d) No person may exercise the power of 
eminent domain under this section to ac
quire any right-of-way unless such person 
has not been able to acquire the right-of
way by negotiation within a reasonable 
period of time. 

<e> No right-of-way may be acquired 
through exercise of the power of eminent 
domain under this section if such right-of
way is over, under, upon, or through any 
land which is part of a historic site of Na
tional, State, or local significance as deter
mined by the appropriate Federal, State, or 
local officials unless there is no feasible and 
prudent alternative to the acquisition of 
such right-of-way and reasonable planning 
is made to minimize harm to such site re
sulting from the construction, operation, 
and maintenance of the coal pipeline or ex
tension thereof. 

CERTIFICATE 

SEC. 10. <a> Subject to the provisions of 
this Act, a person who has, under applicable 
State law, filed and secured approval of a 
water permit, or obtained other appropriate 
authority or right for the reservation, ap
propriation, use, diversion, dedication, or ex
portation of water <or for any other claim or 
right to water), necessary to operate a coal 
pipeline or extension thereof, may apply to 
the Secretary and the Commission for issu
ance of a certificate under this section to 
construct, operate, and maintain such pipe
line or extension. 

(b) Not later than ten days after receipt of 
an application under subsection <a>, the Sec
retary and the Commission shall notify the 
President thereof. 

(c)(l) Not later than fifteen months after 
an application is filed under this section 
with the Commission, and after notice and 
an opportunity for a proceeding under sec
tion 10322 of title 49, United States Code, 
the Commission shall make determinations 
concerning-

<A> whether or not the applicant is fit, 
willing, and able to construct, operate, and 
maintain the proposed pipeline or extension 
and to comply with subtitle IV of title 49, 
United States Code, and regulations of the 
Commission; 

<B> whether or not the proposed pipeline 
or extension is or will be required by the 
present or future public convenience and 
necessity; 

<C> the general route of the proposed 
pipeline or extension, including points of 
origin and destination; 

<D> the capacity, or range of capacity, of 
the proposed pipeline or extension; 

<E> any set aside for small and independ
ent coal producers under paragraph (5) of 
this subsection; and 

<F> any terms and conditions relating to 
the determinations made under subpara
graphs <A> and <B>. 

< 2 > In making a determination under para
graph <l><B> of this subsection, the Commis-

sion shall at a minimum consider and make 
findings on-

<A> evidence of public support for approv
al of the application; 

<B> the extent to which the proposed 
pipeline or extension would have an eco
nomic impact on any other common carrier 
or would affect the type or level of trans
portation services of any other common car
rier; and 

<C> the past record, written plan, and suf
ficiency of assurances that the applicant 
will make maximum use of minority em
ployees and minority-owned enterprises in 
the construction, operation, and mainte
nance, of the proposed pipeline or exten
sion. 

(3) A determination concerning whether 
or not an applicant is fit, willing, and able 
under this subsection includes, among other 
things, financial fitness, operational fitness, 
and safety fitness. 

< 4) In making a determination concerning 
the capacity of a coal pipeline or extension 
to be authorized under this section, the 
Commission shall consider-

<A> any contracts for the transportation 
of coal by such pipeline or extension en
tered into or proposed on or before the date 
the application for the certificate is filed 
under this section; 

<B> any contracts for the transportation 
of coal which may be reasonably anticipated 
to be entered into after such date; and 

<C> such other factors as may be relevant 
to such recommendation. 

(5) For purposes of protecting small and 
independent coal producers, the Commis
sion shall make a determination that the 
applicant shall set aside and use for trans
portation of coal from such producers, the 
lesser of-

<A> 10 per centum of the total pipeline ca
pacity, or 

<B> that portion of the total pipeline ca
pacity, if any, necessary to satisfy the total 
pipeline transportation demand of all such 
producers located in the geographic region 
<as determined by the Commission> to be 
served by the pipeline or extension. 

<6> If the Commission fails to find that 
the applicant is fit, willing, and able under 
this section or that the proposed pipeline or 
extension is or will be required by the 
future public convenience and necessity, the 
Commission shall make a determination 
that a certificate not be issued. 

<d><l> Not later than fifteen months after 
an application is filed under this section 
with the Secretary, the Secretary shall 
make determinations concerning-

<A> whether or not construction, oper
ation, and maintenance of the coal pipeline 
or extension is in the national interest; and 

<B> any terms and conditions relating to 
the determination made under subpara
graph <A>. 

<2> In making a determination under para
graph < 1 ><A> of this subsection, the Secre
tary shall consider and make findings on 
the extent to which-

<A> the proposed pipeline or extension 
would help meet national needs for coal uti
lization; 

<B> the proposed pipeline or extension 
would enhance competition in the coal 
market and provide new market outlets and 
opportunities for coal producers, including 
small and independent coal producers; 

<C> the proposed pipeline or extension 
would contribute to the national security by 
encouraging the displacement of imported 
petroleum, petroleum products, and coal 
with domestic coal; and 
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<D> the proposed pipeline or extension 

would affect the environment including, but 
not limited to, a finding as to whether the 
proposed pipeline or extension would 
unduly impact on the surface and ground
water at the point of destination and at the 
point of disposal of such water into the en
vironment. 

<3> Any determination by the Secretary 
under this section shall be made after notice 
and opportunity for presentation of written 
data, views, and arguments in accordance 
with section 553 of title 5, United States 
Code. 

<4> If the Secretary fails to find that the 
construction, operation, and maintenance of 
the pipeline or extension is in the national 
interest, the Secretary shall make a deter
mination that a certificate not be issued. 

<e><l> Not later than thirty days after re
ceipt of an application under subsection <a>. 
the Secretary and the Commission shall 
notify the Attorney General of their consid
eration of the application for a certificate 
under this section. The Secretary and the 
Commission shall provide such information 
as the Attorney General shall require to 
conduct an antitrust review to determine 
the likely effects upon competition associat
ed with the issuance of such certificate. The 
Attorney General shall have one hundred 
and twenty days from the date of receipt of 
such notification to conduct such review 
and to advise the Secretary and the Com
mission with respect thereto, including spe
cific findings and recommendations for the 
inclusion in the certificate of reasonable 
terms and conditions deemed necessary to 
protect and promote competition. Such 
terms and conditions may include any term 
or condition relating to ownership or use of 
the proposed pipeline or extension. An anti
trust review authorized by this subsection 
shall be deemed to be an "antitrust investi
gation" within the meaning of the Antitrust 
Civil Process Act <15 U.S.C. 1311, et seq.). 
No certificate shall be issued under this sec
tion unless the Attorney General shall have 
advised the Secretary and the Commission 
in writing that, on the basis of such review, 
approval of the application and operation of 
the proposed pipeline or extension will not 
be inconsistent with the antitrust laws. The 
Secretary and the Commission may consult 
with the Attorney General on issues relat
ing to any application for a certificate under 
this section. 

<2> Except as provided in paragraph <1> of 
this subsection, nothing contained in this 
Act shall impair, amend, broaden, or modify 
the antitrust laws. 

<3> Nothing in this Act or any amendment 
made by this Act shall be deemed to grant 
to any person immunity from civil or crimi
nal liability, or to create defenses to actions 
under the antitrust laws. 

<f><l> An application for a certificate 
under this section shall be filed with the 
Secretary and the Commission and shall

<A> be under oath; 
<B> contain-
(i) a plan for construction, operation, 

maintenance, and routing of the coal pipe
line or extension thereof, 

(ii) the proposed capacity of such pipeline 
or extension, 

(iii) the size of the right-of-way necessary 
to construct, operate, and maintain such 
pipeline or extension, and 

<iv> such other information as the Secre
tary or the Commission or both may require 
by regulation; and 

<C> contain a certification by the appli
cant that a copy of the application has been 

served on the chief executive officer of each 
State through which the proposed pipeline 
or extension passes and on such other per
sons (including government officials> as the 
Secretary or the Commission or both may 
designate by regulation. 
Notice of the filing of the application shall 
be published in the Federal Register. 

<2><A> Each applicant for a certificate 
under this section shall reimburse the Sec
retary and the Commission for the adminis
trative and other costs incurred by the Sec
retary and the Commission, respectively, in 
processing the application. Such reimburse
ment shall be provided in such manner as 
the Secretary and the Commission shall, by 
rule, prescribe. 

(B) A deposit of any payments under sub
paragraph <A> intended to reimburse the 
United States for administrative and other 
costs with respect to any application filed 
under this section shall be required. 

<C> The moneys received for administra
tive and other costs under this paragraph 
shall be deposited in the Treasury in a spe
cial account and are hereby authorized to be 
appropriated to carry out this section for 
fiscal years beginning after September 30, 
1984, and shall remain available until ex
pended. 

(3) The Secretary and the Commission 
shall expedite their respective hearings and 
proceedings and shall schedule all hearings, 
proposed findings and conclusions, and any 
recommended decisions so that their respec
tive determinations under this section shall 
be issued and completed within fifteen 
months from the date of application. 

(g) The Secretary and the Commission 
may not accept an application for a certifi
cate under this section unless before the ap
plication is filed-

<1> the applicant has published, at least 
once a week, a notice of intention to file the 
application for at least four consecutive 
weeks in a newspaper of general circulation 
in each county through which the proposed 
coal pipeline or extension thereof passes; 

(2) the applicant sends a copy of such 
notice to the Secretary, the Commission, 
and to the chief executive officer of each 
State through which the proposed pipeline 
or extension passes; and 

<3> the applicant takes such other steps as 
may be necessary to notify interested coal 
producers <including small and independent 
coal producers in the geographic region 
where the proposed pipeline or extension 
will originate> and coal users of the filing of 
such application. 
Such notice shall, at a minimum, include 
the proposed route of the pipeline or exten
sion and a general description of lands over, 
under, upon or through which the pipeline 
or extension will be constructed ~d indi
cate that any person who is interested in 
using the pipeline or extension to transport 
coal shall notify the applicant and the Com
mission of such interest in accordance with 
subsection (j) of this section. 

<h><l> Not later than the last day of the 
fifteen-month period beginning on the date 
an application is filed under this section, 
the Secretary and the Commission shall ex
change copies of their respective determina
tions of whether or not a certificate shall be 
issued and any proposed terms and condi
tions relating to the issuance of such certifi
cate made by the Secretary or the Commis
sion, as the case may be. 

<2> Not later than forty-five days after the 
date the Secretary and the Commission ex
change copies of their determinations under 
this section, the Secretary and the Commis-

sion shall determine whether they agree or 
disagree on such determinations relating to 
issuance of the certificate and proposed 
terms and conditions. If the Secretary and 
the Commission agree that a certificate 
should be issued and on the terms and con
ditions to be included in the certificate, the 
Commission shall issue the certificate. If 
the Secretary and the Commission agree 
that a certificate should not be issued, the 
Commission shall not issue the certificate. 
If the Secretary and the Commission agree 
that a certificate should be issued but do 
not agree on any of the proposed terms and 
conditions to be included in the certificate, 
the Secretary and the Commission shall 
notify the President of such disagreement. 
If the Secretary and the Commission do not 
agree on whether or not a certificate should 
be issued, the Secretary and the Commis
sion shall notify the President of such dis
agreement and of any disagreement with re
spect to proposed terms and conditions to be 
included in the certificate. 

<3> Not later than ninety days after receiv
ing any notification from the Secretary and 
the Commission under paragraph (2), the 
President shall make a final determination 
with respect to the disagreement or dis
agreements of which he is notified and shall 
direct the Commission not to issue the cer
tificate or to issue the certificate with those 
terms and conditions that the President de
termines resolve the disagreement or dis
agreements. 

(i) No certificate may be issued under this 
section unless an environmental impact 
statement is prepared with respect to the 
application for such certificate under sec
tion 102<2><C> of the National Environmen
tal Policy Act of 1969 <42 U.S.C. 4332<2><C». 

(j)(l) In the case of a pipeline or exten
sion thereof for which an application is sub
mitted for a certificate under this section, 
any person interested in using the pipeline 
or extension to ship coal may notify the ap
plicant and the Commission of such interest 
not later than ninety days after the applica
tion is filed with the Commission. Such no
tification shall specify the volume and type 
of coal which such person is interested in 
shipping. 

<2> The Commission shall require that if 
the applicant makes an election under sec
tion 10951 of title 49, United States Code 
<relating to provision of coal pipeline trans
portation by contract), each person who no
tifies the applicant and the Commission in 
accordance with paragraph < 1) of this sub
section and who participates in proceedings 
held by the Commission under subsection 
<c> shall be entitled to a preference to enter 
into contracts for coal transportation serv
ice under section 10952 of title 49, United 
States Code. 

<3> Notwithstanding any other provision 
of this section, no coal pipeline carrier shall 
be required to provide transportation of any 
coal which is not compatible with operation 
of the coal pipeline. 

(k) Any transportation required to be set 
aside under this section for small and inde
pendent coal producers shall be provided to 
such producers on reasonable request or 
under nondiscriminatory contracts or both. 
The Commission shall establish procedures 
under title 49, United States Code, pursuant 
to which transportation of coal shall be pro
vided to small and independent coal produc
ers under this section and section 10951(b) 
of title 49, United States Code. 
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CERTAIN ADDITIONAL USES OP RIGHT·OP·WAY 

SEC. 11. Nothing in this Act or any amend
ment made by this Act shall prevent any 
person or governmental entity from using 
the power of eminent domain under Federal 
or State law to acquire any portion of a 
right-of-way acquired in whole or part 
under this Act in any case in which the use 
of such right-of-way by such person or 
entity is consistent with the operation and 
maintenance of the coal pipeline. 

UNDERGROUND CONSTRUCTION, SURVEYS, AND 
LAND RESTORATION 

SEC. 12. <a> The line pipe of each coal 
pipeline and extension thereof for which a 
certificate is issued under section 10 of this 
Act shall to the maximum extent practica
ble, consistent with environmental protec
tion, safety, and good engineering and tech
nological practices, be located underground. 

<b> Such line pipe shall be installed in a 
manner which minimizes interference with 
agricultural drainage systems. If damage to 
an existing agricultural drainage system 
occurs by installation of the line pipe, such 
system shall be modified, replaced, or re
stored by the coal pipeline carrier to proper 
working order to the maximum extent possi
ble. 

<c> Upon completion of construction of 
the pipeline or extension, a survey of the 
pipeline or extension and the right-of-way 
shall be conducted and recorded under the 
applicable statutes, if any~ of the State or 
States in which the pipeline or extension 
and right-of-way are located. 

(d) Upon completion of construction of 
any coal pipeline or extension thereof with 
respect to which a certificate is issued under 
section 10 of this Act, the coal pipeline car-
rier- _ 

<1> shall, to the extent consistent with the 
operation and maintenance of the pipeline 
or extension, provide for replacement of suf
ficient topsoil, revegetation, restoration, and 
curtailment of erosion with respect to lands 
over, under, upon, and through which the 
pipeline or extension is constructed in order 
to return such lands to their preconstruc
tion condition; and 

<2> shall, wherever possible and where 
consistent with operation and maintenance 
of the pipeline or extension, allow lands ac
Quired through exercise of the power of 
eminent domain under section 9 of this Act 
to be used for the purposes for which they 
were used before such construction. 

ENFORCEMENT AND PENALTIES 

SEc. 13. <a> At the request of the Secre
tary or the Commission, the Attorney Gen
eral may institute a civil action in the ap
propriate United States district court for a 
restraining order or injunction or other ap
propriate remedy to enforce any provision 
of this Act or any regulation or order issued 
under the authority of this Act. 

<b> If any person shall fail to comply with 
any provision of this Act, or any regulation 
or order issued under the authority of this 
Act, after notice of such failure and expira
tion of any period allowed for corrective 
action, such person shall be liable for a civil 
penalty of not more than $5,000 for each 
and every day of the continuance of such 
failure. The Secretary or the Commission, 
as the case may be, may assess, compromise, 
and collect any such penalty. 

(c) Any person who knowingly and willful
ly violates any provision of this Act or any 
regulation or order issued under the author
ity of this Act, or makes any false state
ment, representation, or certification in any 
application, record, report, plan, or other 

document filed or required to be maintained 
under this Act shall, upon conviction, be 
punished by a fine of not more than 
$10,000, or by imprisonment for not more 
than one year, or both. 

<d> Whenever a person violates any provi
sion of this Act or any regulation or order 
issued under the authority of this Act, any 
director, officer, or agent of such person 
who knowingly and willfully authorized, or
dered, or carried out such violation shall be 
subject to the same fines or imprisonment 
as set forth under subsection <c> of this sec
tion. 

<e> Nothing in this section shall be con
strued as reducing or limiting the enforce
ment authorities vested in the Secretary by 
any other provision of law. 

(f) This section does not apply to viola
tions of section 15 or 16 of this Act or to vio
lations of the amendments made by section 
14 of this Act, or to any regulation or order 
issued under such section 15 or 16 or amend
ments made by such section 14. 

AMENDMENT TO INTERSTATE COMMERCE ACT 

SEc. 14. <a> Chapter 109 of title 49, United 
States Code, is amended by adding at the 
end thereof the following new subchapter: 

"SUBCHAPTER III-COAL PIPELINE 
CARRIERS 

"§ 10951. Election of contract service 
"<a><l> Subject to the provisions of this 

section, any coal pipeline carrier may elect 
to use all or any part of the pipeline's capac
ity to provide coal pipeline transportation 
under contracts. Any such carrier may enter 
into contracts with shippers of coal to pro
vide specific services under specified rates 
and conditions but may not unreasonably 
discriminate among shippers ready, willing, 
and able to enter into such contracts. 

"(2) Under rules promulgated by the Com
mission, an election under this subsection 
shall be filed with the Commission. Before 
such election may be filed, the carrier 
shall-

"(A) publish a notice of intention to file 
such election for at least 4 consecutive 
weeks in each county through which the 
coal pipeline or extension thereof passes or 
is proposed to pass; and 

"<B> send a copy of such notice to the 
Commission and, in the case of a certificat
ed pipeline or extension, to each preferred 
shipper of the pipeline or extension. 
Such notice shall, at a minimum, include 
the route of the pipeline or extension and 
indicate that any person who is interested 
in using the pipeline or extension to trans
port coal shall notify the carrier and the 
Coilll:."ission of such interest. 

"<b><l> No election may be made under 
subsection <a> with respect to any portion of 
the capacity of a coal pipeline or extension 
thereof set aside under section 10 of the 
Coal Pipeline Act of 1983 for transportation 
of coal owned by small and independent 
coal producers. 

"(2) In the case of a coal pipeline carrier 
filing an election under subsection <a> who 
does not hold a certificate issued under sec
tion 10 of the Coal Pipeline Act of 1983, the 
Commission shall order the carrier to set 
aside and use a percentage of the total pipe
line capacity for transportation of coal 
owned by small and independent coal pro
ducers. Such order shall be issued after 
notice and an opportunity for a proceeding 
under section 10322 of this subtitle but not 
later than 60 days after the election is filed 
under subsection <a>. Such set aside shall be 
determined by the Commission in accord
ance with section 10<c> of the Coal Pipeline 

Act of 1983. The transportation required to 
be set aside under this subsection shall be 
provided to small and independent coal pro
ducers on reasonable request or under non
discriminatory contracts or both. The Com
mission shall establish procedures pursuant 
to which transportation of coal shall be pro
vided to small and independent coal produc
ers under this section and section 10 of the 
Coal Pipeline Act of 1983. 

"§ 10952. Establishment of initial coal pipeline 
carrier obligation; contracts subject to initial 
obligation 
"<a> Not later than 60 days after an. elec

tion is filed with the Commission under sec
tion 10951 by a coal pipeline carrier, any 
shipper may request the carrier to transport 
a specific volume of coal under contract and 
shall notify the Commission and the carrier 
of the volume and type of coal which such 
shipper requests the carrier to transport 
under contract. 

"(b) Not later than 90 days after the date 
required for shippers to request transporta
tion service from any coal pipeline carrier 
under subsection <a>. the Commission shall 
determine under this section the volume of 
coal, if any, which the carrier shall be obli
gated to transport for each shipper who 
makes a request in accordance with subsec
tion <a>. The volume shall be that volume of 
coal for which the Commission determines 
each initial shipper shows need (and which . 
is not required to be set aside for small and 
independent coal producers). In the case of 
a carrier who holds a certificate issued 
under section 10 of the Coal Pipeline Act of 
1983, each initial shipper who is entitled to 
a preference under subsection (j) of such 
section to coal transportation service provid
ed under contract by such carrier shall be 
given a preference for such service. In any 
case in which the capacity elected by the 
carrier for contract service <and not re
quired to be set aside for small and inde
pendent producers> under section 10951 is 
less than the capacity necessary to satisfy 
the needs of all initial shippers, as deter
mined by the Commission, the Commission 
shall determine each initial shipper's equita
ble share of the contract capacity. 

"(c) If the Commission finds that exten
sion of the coal pipeline to the facilities of a 
shipper is technologically, operationally, 
and economically feasible, the Commission 
may order the carrier to extend the coal 
pipeline to such facilities. 

"(d) Notwithstanding any other provision 
of this subchapter, no coal pipeline carrier 
shall be required to provide transportation 
of any coal which is not compatible with op
eration of the coal pipeline. 

"<e><l> Not later than 60 days after the 
date on which the Commission makes the 
determination under subsection <b> regard
ing the carrier's obligation to each initial 
shipper, the carrier may enter into con
tracts with such shippers pursuant to the 
provisions of section 10954. 

"(2) Any initial shipper may waive all or 
part of the obligation established with re
spect to such shipper under this section. 

"(f><l> Any initial shipper may file a com
plaint under section 10954 regarding a con
tract to which this section applies. 

"(2) If a carrier which the Commission de
termines under subsection (b) has an obliga
tion does not enter into a contract with any 
initial shipper in the 60-day period provided 
for entering into such contracts, such ship
per may file with the Commission a com
plaint regarding the carrier's obligation to 
such shipper. Such complaint must be filed 
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not later than 60 days after the last day of 
the 60-day period so provided. Not later 
than 120 days after such complaint is filed, 
the Commission shall issue a final decision 
on such complaint. 

"<3> Upon review of a complaint or upon 
its own motion, the Commission may order 
the coal pipeline carrier to provide transpor
tation of coal to any shipper in accordance 
with the requirements of this subchapter. If 
the Commission-

"<A> on complaint of any initial shipper, 
determines that-

"(1) the carrier did not enter into a con
tract to provide transportation service to 
such shipper for the volume of coal which 
the Commission determines to be obligation 
of the carrier to that shipper under subsec
tion <b>; and 

"(ii) the shipper was ready, wllllng, and 
able to enter into a contract for such serv
ice; or 

"<B> on its own motion, disapproves under 
section 10954 any contract between a pipe
line and an initial or preferred shipper; 
the Commission shall order the carrier to 
provide service to the shipper concerned for 
a volume of coal which conforms to the obli
gation to such shipper established under 
subsection <b> and which is nondiscrimina
tory. If the Commission issues such an order 
respecting any complaining shipper and if 
such shipper subsequently enters into a con
tract with the carrier, the contract shall be 
deemed to satisfy the requirements of such 
an order. In the absence of a contract, rates 
and other terms and conditions for trans
portation ordered under this subsection 
shall be determined by the Commission, 
taking into account the determination made 
by the Commission under subsection (b), 
terms and conditions of any contracts which 
the carrier entered into with other shippers 
with respect to the coal pipeline, and any in
creased costs resulting from any extension 
of the coal pipeline to the facilities of the 
complaining shipper. 
"§ 10953. Contracts not subject to initial carrier 

obligation 
" In any case in which a coal pipeline carri

er has satisfied the carrier's obligation 
under section 10952, and in any case in 
which a prior contract entered into under 
this subchapter expires, subject to section 
1095l<a>. the carrier may enter into other 
contracts under this section with shippers 
of coal to provide specific services under 
specified rates and conditions. Such con
tracts shall not be subject to the obligations 
established under section 10952. 
"§ 10954. Approval and disapproval of contracts 

"<a><l> A coal pipeline carrier who files an 
election under section 10951 may not enter 
into contracts for the transportation of coal 
except as provided in this subchapter. Each 
such contract shall be filed with the Com
mission not later than 10 days after the the 
contract is entered into. 

"(2) Before a contract filed under this sec
tion may become effective, it shall be ap
proved by the Commission in accordance 
with this subchapter. 

"(3) In any case in which one of the par
ties to the contract is an electric utility with 
respect to which any State agency or the 
Tennessee Valley Authority has ratemaking 
authority, such contract shall be filed with 
the Commission together with a certifica
tion that a copy of such contract has been 
filed with the State agency or the Tennes
see Valley Authority, as the case may be. 

"(b) The Commission shall publish special 
tariff rules for contracts filed under this 
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subchapter in order to assure that the es
sential terms of such contracts are available 
to the general public in tariff format. 

"<c><l> Not later than 60 days after the 
date of filing of a contract under this sec
tion, the Commission may, on its own 
motion or on complaint of any shipper, the 
Tennessee Valley Authority, or any State 
agency which has ratemaking authority 
with respect to the sale of electric energy by 
any electric utility, begin a proceeding to 
review such contract. 

"(2) Not later than 60 days after the date 
of filing of a contract, or, if the Commission 
begins a proceeding to review the contract, 
120 days after such date, the Commission 
shall approve or disapprove the contract. 

"(d) The Commission shall not approve 
any contract for the transportation of coal 
by pipeline under this subchapter-

"<1) if the contract violates section 10951 
or 10952<b>, 

"<2> if the contract constitutes a destruc
tive competitive practice, 

"(3) if approval of the contract would 
result in a total volume of coal obligated for 
transportation under this subchapter which 
exceeds, in any period, the capacity of the 
pipeline with respect to which the carrier 
made an election under section 10951 and 
which is not required to be set aside for 
small and independent coal producers, or 

"( 4) in the case of a pipeline with respect 
to which a certificate is issued under section 
10 of the Coal Pipeline Act of 1983, if the 
contract would violate any term or condi
tion of such certificate. 

"(e) Approval of a contract filed under 
this section shall be effective-

"<1) on the date the Commission expressly 
approves such contract, but in no event 
before the end of the 60-day period begin
ning on the date the contract is filed or 
after the end of the 180-day period begin
ning on such date; or 

"(2) if the Commission has not disap
proved such contract by the end of the 180-
day period beginning on the date the con
tract is filed, at the end of the 180-day 
period. 

"(f)( 1 > Any contract approved under this 
subchapter shall allow the coal pipeline car
rier to interrupt or discontinue service 
under such contract to provide such service 
as the Commission may order under this 
subchapter or under section 11128. 

"(2) Except as provided under paragraph 
<1), a coal pipeline carrier shall not have the 
right or obligation to interrupt service 
under a contract approved under this sec
tion for the purpose of prorating pipeline 
service to other shippers unless the terms of 
the contract provide otherwise. 

"(g)(l) The provisions of chapter 107 
<other than section 10721> of this subtitle 
shall not apply to any contract approved 
under this subchapter. 

"(2) Notwithstanding the provisions of 
section 10102(4) of this subtitle, a coal pipe
line carrier providing transportation of coal 
by pipeline under a contract approved under 
this subchapter shall not be a common car
rier for purposes of this subtitle with re
spect to such transportation. 

"(h)<l) A contract approved under this 
subchapter and transportation under such 
contract, shall not be subject to other provi
sions of this subtitle, and may not be subse
quently challenged before the Commission 
or any court on the grounds that such con
tract violates a provision of this subtitle 
other than a provision contained in this sub
chapter. 

"(2) After approval of any contract under 
this subchapter, the exclusive remedy for 

any alleged breach of such contract shall be 
in an action in an appropriate State court or 
United States district court, unless the par
ties otherwise agree. 
"§ 10955. Miscellaneous provisions 

"<a> Nothing in this subchapter shall be 
construed to prevent the Attorney General 
from participating in or instituting any pro
ceeding before the Commission under this 
subchapter to ensure· that any contract en
tered into under this subchapter is consist
ent with the antitrust laws. 

"(b) Any capacity of a coal pipeline not 
subject to a contract approved under section 
10954, an order of the Commission under 
section 10952, or a set aside for small and in
dependent producers under section 10 of the 
Coal Pipeline Act of 1983 or section 10951 
shall be used to provide transportation of 
coal as a common carrier in accordance with 
this subtitle. 

"<c> To the extent provided under regula
tions issued by the Commission, modifica
tions of a contract approved under this sub
chapter shall be subject to the same re
quirements under this subchapter as the 
original contract. Nothing in this subsection 
regarding the modification of a contract 
shall be construed as impairing or adversely 
affecting any obligation under the original 
contract until the Commission has complet
ed its review of the modification. 

"(d) Not later than 120 days after the date 
of the enactment of this subchapter, the 
Commission shall issue regulations to carry 
out this subchapter <including, but not lim
ited to, regulations concerning the provision 
of notice to initial shipper of the filing of 
contracts under section 10954). 
"§ 10956. Definitions 

"(a) As used in this subchapter, the 
terms-

"<1> 'electric utility' means any person, 
State agency, or Federal agency, which sells 
electric energy. 

"(2) 'State agency' means any State, polit
ical subdivision thereof, and any agency or 
instrumentality of either. 

"(3) 'initial shipper' means a shipper of 
coal who requests contract service in accord
ance with section 10952(a) of this subchap
ter. 

"(4) 'preferred shipper' means, with re
spect to any certificated coal pipeline carri
er, an initial shipper who is entitled to a 
preference under section 10(j) of the Coal 
Pipeline Act of 1983 for coal transportation 
service provided under contract by the carri
er. 

"(b) The terms defined in section 4 of the 
Coal Pipeline Act of 1983 shall, when used 
in this subchapter, have the meanings pro
vided by such section 4.". 

(b) The analysis for chapter 109 of title 
49, United States Code, is amended by 
adding at the end thereof the following: 

"SUBCHAPI'ER III-COAL PIPELINE 
CARRIERS 

"10951. Election of contract service. 
"10952. Establishment of initial coal pipe

line carrier obligation; con
tracts subject to initial obliga
tion. 

"10953. Contracts not subject to initial car
rier obligation. 

"10954. Approval and disapproval of con
tracts. 

"10955. Miscellaneous provisions. 
"10956. Definitions.". 

<c> The second sentence of section 
10322<a> of title 49, United States Code, is 
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ameoded by ln8ertiDa "10951. 10952.. 10954." 
after "10935.". 

<d> 8ubcbapter m of chapter 109 of tWe 
41. United States Code. as added by subaec
Uon (a) of tbJa aectlon. sbal1 not affect the 
valldlty or enforceabWty of any eontnct in 
effect before the date of enactment of this 
Act and entered Into by a coal pipeline carri
er and a shipper of coal. After the date of 
enactment of tbJa Act. such contract aball 
be deemed a con1nct entered Into In accord
auce with the proytsioDs of such subchapter 
and approved under such subchapter. 

COAL PII'KI.IJU 8A.aY 

8Bc. 15. <a><U Rot later than one year 
after the date of enactment of this Act. the 
8eel'etal'y of Tramportatlon aball laue reg
ulations este!JHsblng mrlfOI'ID Pedenl stand
ards for the safe design. instaJletJon. IDspec
tlon. tmeiiEiiCOf p1.eDS and procedures. test;.. 
In& CODStruction. exteDslon. operation. ~ 
plv:ement, and maintenance of the fad1ities 
of a coal pipe]ine or extension thereof. 
Standards adopted under this sut.ectlon af
fecting tbe desi&n. fnsh.D•tion. construc
tion. Initial impectfon end Initial testing 
aball not be applJcable to feciDUea of a eoal 
plpeUne or extension thereof in existence or 
under conatrudion on the date such stand
ards are adopted or with respect. to which a 
fiDal enviromnentel statement baa been 
iaued before or on such da&e. 

(2) The 8ecretuy of Transportation m&.Y. 
upon application by the person owning or 
operating & coal pipeline. waive On whole or 
in part) compliaDce of any stendanl issued 
under this section if the Secretary of Tra.Ds
portation detennines that such waiver is 
ronststent with coal pipeline afety. 

(3) othing in this section shall be 
deemed to authorize the Secretary of Trans-
portation to issue regu]ations establishing 
Pederel standuds prescribing the siting or 
the rouUDg of any eoal pjpe]ine. 

(4) Except a& provided in paragraph <5>~ 
after the effective date of regulations issued 
by the Secretary of Transportation under 
paragraph U) of this subsection. no 8tateF 
or politieal subdivision of a state may adopt 
or enforce any safety standards appliCable 
to the construction. operation. or mainte
nance of any coal pipeline or- extension 
thereof to which the Federal standardS es
tablished under such ~h apply. 

(5) Nothing in this sectiOn shall be con
strued to preemp or otherwiSe affect any 
state law., regulation. or standard which im
poses any additiOnal or more stringent 
standard than any Federal standard estab
lished under this section except any such 
state law~ ~tion. or standard which dis
criminates against any coal p:ipeli:ne or has 
the effect of prohibiting the construction.., 
operation. maintenance. or extension of any 
coal pipeline. 

<b> At the request of the Secretary of 
Transportation. the Attorney General may 
institute a civil action in the appropriate 
United States district court for a restraining 
order or injunction or other- appropriate 
remedy to enforce any regulation or order 
:issued under this section. 

Cc> If any person shall fail to comply with 
any regulation or order JSSUed under this 
section. after notice of such failure and ex
piration of any period allowed tor corrective 
action. such person shall be liable for a civil 
penalty of not more than $5,000 for each 
and every day of the continuance of such 
failure. The Secretary of Transportation 
may assess.. compromise, and collect any 
such penalty. 

(d) Any person who knowingly and willful
I:y violates any regulation or order issued 

under this section or knowingly and wmtul
ly makes any false statement. representa-
tion. or certiflcation in any appUcation. 
record. report. plan. or other document filed 
or required to be maintained under this sec> 
Uon shell. upon conviction. be punished by 
a fine of not more thaD $10.000. or by lm
priaonment for not more than one year, or 
both. 

<e> Whenever a person violates any regula
tion or on:ler issued under this section. any 
director. officer. or agent of such person 
who knowingly and wfilful]y authorized. or
dered. or carried out such violation shaD be 
subject to the same fines or imprisonment 
as set forth under subsection (d) of this see
tion. 

COBS'I'Il11criOI WOBlt 1K PROGilBSS 

S.C. 16. A purchaser, ronsumer. or U8er 
<fncluding an electric utility) of coal to be 
transported through a coal pipeline for 
which a certificate is issued under section 10 
of this Act may not require a customer to 
pay a fee, surcharae. ~ or other pay
ment relating to the cost of construction of 
the eoal pipeline at any time prior to the 
commencement of operation of the pipeline. 

B11Y AJIJ:IUCAB 

8Bc. 1'1. <a> Except as provided in sublec> 
tion <b> of this section. all a.rticles. materi
als. and SUPPlies used in the construction 
and maintenance of a coal pipeline for 
which a certificate is issued under section 10 
of this Act shaD have been manufactured in 
the United State& from ~ materials. 
and supplies mined. produced. or manufac-. 
tnred. as the case may be. in the United 
States. 

(b) The Commission may. upon appHea
tion of a person holding a certificate issued 
under section 10 of this Act. exempt such 
person froJn the requirements of subsection 
<aJ of this section with respect to the pur
chase of particular articles. materials.. or 
supplies.. if the Commission determine 
that-

( 1> the application of such requirements 
with respect to sueh articles materials.. or 
supplies would be inconsistent with the 
public interest;. 

(2) such articles. materials .. or- SUPPlies. or 
the articles_. materials, or supplies from 
which they are manufactured are not 
mined. produced. or manufactured. as the 
case may be, in the United States in suffi
cient and reasonably available commercial 
quantities or of a satisfactory quality; 

<3> inclusion of sueh articles, materials. or 
supplies will increase the cost of the overall 
project contract by more than 25 per 
centum; or 

< 4> the cost of the articles, materials.. or 
supplies to be plll'Chased is less than 
$50.000 

(c) The provisions of this section shall not 
apply in the case of articles, materials, or 
supplies purchased pursuant to a contract 
entered into before the date of enactment 
of this Act. 

<d> In this section. UUnited states" means 
the several States, the District of Columbia. 
the Commonwealth of Puerto Rico. and any 
territory or possession of the United States. 

COKTIBliJllrG .JlJRISDic.nOB OP STAU PUBUC 
UTILITY COIOIISSIOlrS 

SEc. 18 Nothing in thiS Act <except. sec.
tion 16> shall be construed to diminish, pre
empt. or modify the ratemak:ing authority 
of any State utility regulatory agency or the 
Federal Energy Regulatory Commission. 

Mr. UDALL. Mr. Chairman, I move 
to strike the last word 

Mr. Chairman, as we go into what 
could be a long and productive day 
here. I would like to summarize our 
position on some of the main issues we 
will be debating today and that we de
bated the other day. 

The railroads, in the first place, 
complain about the pipelfne industry 
maybe coming in and getting some 
Federal help or Federal a.ssJstance 
here. The railroads have already ~ 
fited by being given Federal eminent 
domain, the land grant railroads. The 
land grant railroads were also given 
more than 130 mfllion acres in fee by 
the United States~ That is bigger than 
the State of California. 

According to the Interstate Com
merce Commission, the railroads are 
able to compete with coal pipelines 
and coal slurry will not transport. more 
than a small percentage of the coal 
shipped in the United States. This 
point should perhaps be underlined 
again. 

We now produce about 800 million 
tons of coal. That is expected to go to 
1.2 bfllion tons of coal in 1990 and to 
1.4. billion tons of coal before we get to 
the end of this century. H we build 
every pipeline that everybody has 
dreamed about building. we will still 
have most of tbis increase handled by 
the ra.ilroads. 

The railroads have told us repeated
ly in the debate that they are what 
the Interstate Commerce Commission 
caJls. .. revenue inadequate;' which is a 
strong way of saying. I guess, they do 
not have much money. WelL in 1983, 
the CSX Corps., a revenue inadequate 
railroad agreed to purchase Texas Gas 
Resources for $1 billian. In 1982, Nor
folk & Southern Railroad another rev
enue inadequate railroad purchased 20 
percent. of Piedmont Airlines for $57 
million. 

So before you shed totJ many tears 
for the railroads and their financial 
position, you might see where they are 
putting their money, to improve the 
railroads or to do something else. 

One more: In 1983. the Burlington 
Northern purchased El Paso Gas Co. 
for $700 million. 

Let me make another point no • 
Most coal shipped in the United states 
is captive to the railroads. Sixty-five 
percent of an coal shipped is by rail, 
and 85 percent of that rail shipment is 
captive. 

Three railroads. Burlington North
ern. CSX. and Norfolk & Southern 
carry almost 75 percent of all the coal 
shipped by raiL 

Railway stocks are up, according to 
Transportation Week. Rail stock is 
booming. So the railroads are not 
quite the bankrupt. barefoot organiza
tions we have heard about. 

One of the things that concerns me 
is that we have had a steadily increas
ing and worsening balance of trade 
and balance of payments. It is the 



September 17, 1983 CONGRESSIONAL RECO~HOUSE 25903 
worst in modern times. We are the 
Saudi Arabia of coal, we are told. and 
here is a place we could make a real 
bite in our favor in the balance of 
trade. Yet we are going In the other di
rection. This great country, with all of 
our coal reserves. is going in the other 
direction. 

Since 19'14, ut1llties In Florida and 
Texas have bnported coal from 
Poland. South Africa and Australia 
every year. There was a big article last 
week that a big new coal mine in Co
lombia, South America. a Joint venture 
of Exxon and the Colombian C&rbocol 
Co .• is due to come on line in 1986, and 
this mine is seeking customers along 
the U.S. gulf coast. The National Coal 
Assoclation fears that they may lose 6 
to 20 m1ll1on tons per year to this Co
lombian coal operation largely because 
of high inland rail rates. make U.S. 
coal uncompetitlve. 

The U.S. Department of Commerce 
says that several countries have ex
pressed concern over high inland ship
ping rates in the United States. and 
these shipping costs make the U.S. 
coal not competitive in the export 
market. 

F'inally, the argument has been 
made a lot of times on environmental 
terms on the pipelines. and I wish to 
make the point again that pipelines 
are more environmentally sound than 
railroads. 

0 1310 
There has been kind of a reflexive 

reaction by some of my environmental 
friends. and I have had disagreements 
from time to time with these groups. 
On environmental grounds there 
seems to be a kind of a reflex action 
that high technology is bad. this is 
high technology. and. therefore. it 
must be bad. This comes from some of 
the environmental people I have 
talked to. 

WelL coal slurry is very good tech
nology. Let me give a contrast here. 
The OTA study said that a 1()(k:ar 
unit train spews out about 10 tons of 
coal dust per trip. The trains are 
noisy, they emit pollutants, they dis
rupt communities. and they require 
many highway grade crossings, and so 
on. 

Pipelines are underground We never 
know they are there until they send 
the money in to pay their taxes. They 
make no emissions to the air, and they 
will be subject to Federal and State 
water discharge requirements if that 
should occur. In the 13 years the 
Black Mesa coal slurry line has been 
operating there has been only one se
rious spill. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The 
time of the gentleman from Arizona 
(Mr. UDALL) has expired 

<By unanimous consent, Mr. UDALL 
was allowed to proceed for 2 additional 
minutes.> 

Mr. UDALL. There was no serious 
damage done as a result of that spilL 
Compare this with 10 tons of coal dust 
per unit train and the damage that is 
done, it seems like almost every week, 
with toxic chemical spills from train 
traffic. 

The bill gives every conceivable pro
tection to landowners and farmers. 
The gentleman from Wyoming <Mr. 
ClmluY) and I worked out at great 
length a new section on water which 
says that every water use decision has 
to be made by the States. H the States 
want to use their water for agriculture 
rather than for coal pipelines, they 
can. State law controls the issue of 
land value. siting of pipelines. and 
right to trial by jury, and all actions 
have to be brought In the State courts 
unless the landowner chooses the Fed
eral court. The landowner collects at
torney fees if the pipeline does not 
offer fair value. You cannot bring an 
eminent domain action unless you 
have negotiated first. The pipeline will 
be underground. and the pipeline com
panies will have to replace topsoil and 
all the rest. 

Mr. Chairman, I will make one final 
point. The whole idea of eminent 
domain is unique to this country. and 
it says that we want commerce and we 
want to encourage shipments between 
the States. and eminent domain is the 
device by which we express that com
petitive attitude in our system. 

Coal pipelines are apparently the 
only kind of transportation system 
that have ever had this hostile war 
waged against them. Right now I can 
go to Wyoming and buy up coal and I 
can buy up water on a willing-buyer
and-seller basis. I can construct a 
mine-mouth powerplant. and I can put 
that coal into the form of electricity 
and carry it across anybody's land any
where in the country. This is already 
in the books. Transmission lines can 
get eminent domain in almost every 
conceivable situation. and yet we say 
to this poor, fragile industry that 
wants a chance to compete, "You 
don't get eminent domain." 

Why? "Well, the railroads don't 
want you to have eminent domain, and 
they don't want you to have eminent 
domain because they enjoy a monopo
ly in many aspects of coal hauling." 

Mr. Chairman, that is what this bill 
is all about. and this bill ought to be 
passed. 

Mr. LUJAN. Mr. Chairman. I move 
to strike the last word. 

Mr. Chairman, in the debate over 
coal pipeline legislation there has been 
much misunderstanding about what 
this bill actually does and does not do. 

Let me make clear that this bill does 
not authorize the construction of one 
single coal pipeline. All it does is set 
forth the conditions and procedures 
whereby the sponsors of a proposed 
coal pipeline may secure the right of 
Federal eminent domain. This right 

will not be conferred as a routine 
matter. A proposed pipeline will have 
to meet important economic, techni
cal, and governmental qualifications 
before it can even be considered for 
the right of eminent domain. 

At the outset. a proposed pipeline 
must obtain initial funding to sustain 
the formative stages of the project. 

The proposed pipeline must identify 
a market and obtain letters of intent 
or other such evidence of interest that 
will justify the expenditures necessary 
to obtain a supply of water; and per
form initial engineering in order to de
termine whether the project is viable. 

The proposed pipeline must then 
secure a source of water from the 
State where it will originate or from a 
nearby State. 

With a water source in hand. the 
proposed pipeline must then file an 
application with the Federal agency to 
be designated by Congress in H.R. 
1010 <Interior, the ICC or both) and 
pursue that application in accordance 
with the specific requirements set 
forth in H.R. 1010. Once the agency 
has concluded that a grant of eminent 
domain powers is justified, many ob
stacles still remain before the pipeline 
becomes a reality. 

The pipeline must first obtain con
tracts for coal transportation. The 
railroads will compete for this business 
and. just as in the recent AP&L case, 
sometimes will win. 

The pipeline contracts may then be 
challenged by the railroads both at 
the State PUC level and at the ICC. 

The pipeline must then obtain fi
nancing. 

Rights-of -way must be obtained, 
sometimes through the exercise of the 
Federal eminent domain authority in 
the State courts. 

All environmental permits and other 
permits must be obtained from the 
Federal Government, States and local 
governments. ETSI <which will move 
coal from Wyoming to Texas> will re
quire over 500 permits. 

Final engineering must be complet
ed . 

The pipeline system must be con
structed 

Anyone who looks at this obstacle 
coun;e must conclude that coal pipe
lines would not come easily. Only a 
few coal pipelines will in fact be built 
and they will be built where the cost 
effectiveness of coal pipelines is indis
pensable to preserving foreign and do
mestic markets for U.S. coal. 

In conclusion. let me again empha
size that enactment of coal pipeline 
legislation does not assure the devel
opment of a coal pipeline industry. 
What it does do is provide the oppor
tunity for this new technology to 
prove itself in the marketplace; 

Mr. Sffil~. Mr. Chairman. I 
move to strike the last word 



25904 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-HOUSE September 27, 1983 
<By unanimous consent, Mr. SHU

STER was allowed to proceed for an ad
ditional 5 minutes.> 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The 
gentleman from Pennsylvania <Mr. 
SHUSTER) is recognized for 10 minutes. 

Mr. SHUSTER. Mr. Chairman, let 
me say, first of all, that I have the 
greatest respect for the gentlemen 
who have been speaking in the well 
today in support of coal slurry pipe
lines, and. most particularly, the dis
tinguished chairman of the Committee 
on Interior and Insular Affairs, the 
gentleman from Arizona <Mr. UDALL). 
He is indeed a giant in this House. He 
is one of the most capable, distin
guished. articulate, and respected 
Members of this body, and I wish I 
could support this legislation today if 
for no other reason than because of 
my admiration for the distinguished 
gentleman from Arizona <Mr. UDALL). 

But I cannot support this legislation 
today because I believe it is even worse 
than the legislation which we had 
brought before this House in 1978, leg
islation which at that time was over
whelmingly defeated. And what we 
have before us today is legislation 
which deserves to be defeated, even 
more so than the legislation brought 
before us on coal slurry pipelines just 
a few years ago. 

Mr. Chairman, I have 60 amend
ments in the RECORD. I put those 
amendments in the RECORD to protect 
us because, as we all know, at the last 
minute there was a new bill put to
gether from the two bills from the 
Committee on Interior and Insular Af
fairs and the Committee on Public 
Works and Transportation. It is not 
my intention to offer most of those 60 
amendments today. It is my intention 
for us to come to grips with the issue 
of coal slurry pipelines, and I believe 
this legislation can be defeated on its 
merits as it is presented to us today. 

However, a point should be made. 
Even if we could wave a magic wand 
and make this irredeemable piece of 
bad legislation somehow acceptable, it 
would be an exercise in futility. I 
think this is an extremely important 
point. It would be an exercise in futili
ty for my colleagues because, if we 
look at the makeup of the conference 
when the House goes to conference 
with the Senate, we will see that the 
House makeup will be controlled by 
the advocates of coal slurry pipelines. 
So even if we were able to get through 
some amendments which might some
how partially improve this piece of 
legislation, it would be a Pyrrhic victo
ry. We would see it go up in smoke be
cause what we thought we had done 
here today would undoubtedly be 
undone in the conference. 

So as we consider amendments 
brought before this House today, let 
us not be deceived, let us not be be
guiled, let us not be misled. Any 
amendments which are adopted on the 

floor today would in all probability be 
stripped out by the coal slurry people 
when the legislation moved to the 
Senate. 

Mr. Chairman, in general debate, we 
outlined 16 reasons, any one of which 
is reason alone for defeating this spe
cial interest legislation. I certainly do 
not intend to touch upon all of those 
points now, but I do intend to touch 
upon a few of them. 
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The first point that I would hope to 

emphasize centers on the misinforma
tion which has been put out concern
ing this legislation. 

First of all, we have been told time 
and time again, in fact it was regretta
ble to read in both the Washington 
Post and in the New York Times arti
cles which said that coal slurry pipe
line legislation was needed because the 
railroads will not let coal slurry pipe
lines cross their tracks. 

Now, for the umpteenth time, Mr. 
Chairman, we have said again and 
again, those of us who oppose this leg
islation would support a simple limited 
eminent domain piece of legislation 
which provided only for coal slurry 
pipelines to cross railroad tracks. We 
made that offer time and time again 
and it has been rejected, showing that 
this argument which seems so appeal
ing on the surface is nothing more 
than a red herring. It is a red herring. 

The issue before us today is not the 
issue of letting coal slurry pipelines 
cross railroad tracks, but rather, a 
much more complicated set of issues 
which deal with State's rights, water 
rights, environment, a balanced trans
portation system and on and on; so for 
the umpteenth time, this issue should 
be put to rest. 

The second piece of misinformation 
which should be put to rest, Mr. 
Chairman, is that we heard recited in 
general debate twice a purported 
letter which was sent from Martin Van 
Buren, which somehow seemed to be 
translated into suggesting that coal 
slurry pipelines should be built and 
given the right of eminent domain. 

Then, beyond hearing that in gener
al debate, this morning we opened our 
Washington Post newspaper and saw a 
full page ad, paid for by the coal 
slurry lobbyists, and the centerpiece of 
this ad was that letter, that purported 
letter written in January 1829 by 
Martin Van Buren to Andrew Jackson 
concerning canals and railroads. 

There is one minor problem, Mr. 
Chairman. The letter never existed. 
The letter never was written. It is a 
hoax. 

We turned to the Library of Con
gress. They researched it. I put into 
th RECORD the entire contents of 
their letter to me; but in a nutshell 
they say, "We have seen more than a 
dozen examples over the last several 
years of a letter purported to have 

been written in January 1829 by Van 
Buren to Jackson," and they go on to 
say that all the available evidence in
dicates very strongly that it is spuri
ous; so we should put that little piece 
of misinformation to rest also, Mr. 
Chairman. 

Now, turning to what I believe is a 
much more substantive issue, and that 
is the issue of the probability of mo
nopolistic control being seized in this 
country if this legislation passes by big 
coal, big oil, big pipelines, and big utili
ties, to the detriment of the consum
ers in America. 

Mr. Chairman, there is new evidence 
which is available since we last debat
ed this legislation on the floor here in 
1978. I think for those Members who 
care and are concerned about monopo
listic power grabs by giant corpora
tions, who are concerned about the im
plications of vertical integration and 
what it means in terms of gouging con
sumers, should be very much con
cerned about the whole issue of verti
cal integration if, indeed, this legisla
tion passes today. 

Let us take a loo~ at some of the 
proposed coal slurry pipelines and just 
see who is going to control what. 

First of all, the Allen-Warner pipe
line is owned entirely by the Nevada 
Power Corp. In addition, they own the 
coal field which would supply the 
pipeline; so what do we have? Big coal 
into big pipelines into big utilities, the 
first example of monopolistic control 
if, indeed, we pass this legislation 
today. 

Let us take another look at a pro
posed pipeline, the ETSI, owned by 
Texas Eastern, which has two oil com
pany subsidiaries. Skyline Oil is heavi
ly involved in a joint venture with 
Amoco involving ETSI and the Bech
tel Corp., which would be a major 
owner of the pipeline, owns Peabody 
Coal, the largest coal producer in the 
United States. 

So what do we have here? Once 
again, big coal vertically integrated 
with pipelines and oil, a limitation of 
competition, rather than an increase 
in competition. 

But let us go beyond these two par
ticular proposed pipelines. Let is look 
at the NICES pipelines, the so-called 
Northwest proposed pipeline. The 
partners in this are the Northwest 
Pipeline Co. Bechtel again, the owner 
of the largest coal corporation in 
America, and just recently Shell Oil 
announced their intention of acquiring 
the ownership of all of this; Shell Oil, 
which just last week announced that 
there might be alternatives to using 
water with coal slurry pipelines. They 
said they could solve the problem of 
scarce water by using methanol. Just 
last week Shell referred to that. 

Now, if methanol is going to be used 
to transfer coal slurries, where are the 
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environmental studies to show that 
methanol is safe? 

This bill has no limitations, no pro
hibitions against the use of methanol, 
so we could find ourselves faced with a 
highly explosive environmentally un
sound method of transportatioan 
handed over to the major oil compa
nies and the major pipelines and the 
major coal companies to be used in 
vertical integration. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore <Mr. 
TRAxLER>. The time of the gentleman 
from Pennsylvania has expired. 

Mr. SHUSTER. Mr. Chairman, I ask 
unanimous consent to proceed for ad
ditional 5 minutes. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. Is 
there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from Pennsylvania? 

Mr. BREAUX. Reserving the right 
to object, Mr. Chairman, I do so not to 
interrupt the eloquence of the speaker 
in the well, but it sounds an awful lot 
like this is the type of thing we dis
cussed during the general debate 
period and since we are now under the 
5-minute rule, I was wondering if we, 
indeed, plan to move on under the 5-
minute rule? 

Under my reservation, I would just 
ask the gentleman, are we talking 
about amendments, or are we sort of 
continuing general debate? 

Mr. SHUSTER. Mr. Chairman, I 
would say to the gentleman that we 
appreciate the fact the leadership on 
the gentleman's side scheduled gener
al debate on both dates for this legisla
tion after all votes were over and after 
most of the Members left, so the Mem
bers were not here to have the oppor
tunity to hear some of these key 
points. Of course, I am only following 
in the same footsteps of the distin
guished chairman who first sought 
recognition by striking the requisite 
number of words. 

Mr. BREAUX. Further reserving the 
right to object, Mr. Chairman, I note 
that we have been operating under the 
reservation now for about 15 minutes. 
I was just wondering, could the gentle
man, before we handle the unanimous 
consent, give us an idea of how much 
longer we are going to take under this 
procedure? 

Mr. SHUSTER. I am hopeful that I 
might conclude my statement in the 
next 5 minutes. That would be my in
tention. 

Mr. BREAUX. Mr. Chairman, I 
withdraw my reservation of objection. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. Is 
there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from Pennsylvania <Mr. 
SHUSTER) to proceed for an additional 
5 minutes? 

Mr. KAZEN. Reserving the right to 
object, Mr. Chairman, I want to get in 
on this debate, too. I spoke when 
nobody was on the floor. Does this en
title me to go over everything that we 
have already discussed in general 
debate? 

Mr. SHUSTER. Mr. Chairman, if 
the gentleman will yield, I would say 
to my good friend that it is not my in
tention to go over everything that we 
have discussed in general debate. I am 
simply following the same procedure 
followed by the distinguished chair
man of the Interior Committee who 
was the first one on the floor today to 
seek recognition by moving to strike 
the requisite number of words. 

Of course, my good friend, the gen
tleman from Texas, certainly has 
available to him that same right. I 
assure the gentleman that I would not 
move to cut off the gentleman's oppor
tunity to speak under the same proce
dure. 

Mr. KAZEN. To continue under my 
reservation, Mr. Chairman, all I want 
to point out to my colleague is that I 
do not mind the gentleman starting 
out like this, both the proponent, the 
gentleman from Arizona, and the gen
tleman in the well, laying the back
ground for the debate; but from now 
on, let us get on to the amendment 
stage. We have been on this bill now 
for about 3 days. 

Mr. SHUSTER. If I might respond, 
Mr. Chairman, I would say there is a 
point of view which has been circulat
ed here that the leadership on the 
other side very purposely scheduled 
general debate in such a fashion so 
that there would be nobody here. Now, 
I do not subscribe to that point of 
view, but it has been suggested. 

Mr. KAZEN. Further reserving the 
right to object, Mr. Chairman, I would 
tell the gentleman that I do not, 
either. I do not appreciate speaking to 
an empty House, because I think that 
what I had to say was very important, 
particularly on the point of gouging 
consumers, and I have the ultimate 
case of utilities consumer gauging in 
the United States. I set it forth before 
this House and if need be, I will set it 
forth again. 

I just want to abide with the rules of 
the House. 

Mr. Chairman, I withdraw my reser
vation of objection. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. Is 
there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from Pennsylvania (Mr. 
SHUSTER) to proceed for an additional 
5 minutes? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. SHUSTER. Mr. Chairman, let 

us not just limit our discussion of the 
monopolistic vertical integration, the 
seeds of which are inherent in this leg
islation, to the proposed lines I have 
spoken of, but let us go on. Let us look 
at the next one, the Powder River coal 
slurry pipeline. The partners are the 
Mustang Fuel Co. and Michael 
Curran. So what do we have once 
again? 
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Big coal, big pipelines, big utilities, 

big oil-one more example of monopo-

listie vertical integration, if indeed, 
this legislation passes today. 

But, beyond that, we look at Coal
stream-another proposed pipeline
owned by Ashland Oil. In fact, Ash
land Oil, which itself owns 1.5 billion 
tons of coal reserves-so, once again, 
we see big coal, big pipelines, big oil. 

And finally, perhaps the favorite, 
Transco Vepco, very close to home 
here in Washington, D.C. Transco 
Coal Co., VEPCO-Virginia Electric & 
Power Co.-and just recently I under
stand in the past week or so Baltimore 
Gas & Electric has announced they 
would be one of the owners of this. 
And the A. T. Massey Coal Co. Once 
again-big coal, big pipelines, big utili
ties. I think that makes the point. I 
think that makes the point very clear
ly. 

Virtually without exception, what 
we see here are big coal companies, big 
pipelines, big oil, big utilities, attempt
ing to get a stranglehold, a hammer
lock on the movement and ownership 
of this particular source of energy. 
And who is bound to pay the price in 
the long run for this kind of monopo
ly, or virtual monopoly-the consumer. 
And, in fact, I think it is very signifi
cant, Mr. Chairman, that we received 
testimony from the Justice Depart
ment saying that this vertical integra
tion provides utility companies with 
the opportunity to skirt around, to 
avoid the ratemaking rate-of-return 
regulation that has been inherent his
torically in controlling the price of 
energy to consumers. 

They said the vertical integration of 
electric utilities into coal production 
may provide an opportunity to evade 
the effects of rate-of-return regula
tion. And this is but 1 of the 16 rea
sons why this legislation should be de
feated. It is anticompetitive. And if 
you think you have seen a problem in 
the past with the price gouging in nat
ural gas pipelines, and this is not theo
retical, many of us have experienced 
this, we are setting the stage here 
today for the same kind of monopolis
tic vertical integration, for the same 
kind of price gouging which so many 
consumers across America have al
ready experienced with natural gas 
pipelines. This is the kind of experi
ence which I think none can reason
ably conclude we will find ourselves 
faced with in America if indeed we let 
this special interest legislation be 
passed today. 

And for this reason, along with the 
15 other reasons why we have urged 
for the defeat of this special interest 
legislation, I would urge my colleagues 
to vote to defeat this coal slurry pipe
line legislation, which gives an ex
traordinary right to private corpora
tions, the awesome right of the power 
of Federal eminent domain, the power 
to go in and condemn and take private 



25906 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-HOUSE September 27, 1983 
property from the citizens of these 
United States of America. 

Mr. EDGAR. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. SHUSTER. I yield to the gentle
man from Pennsylvania. 

Mr. EDGAR. I thank the gentleman 
for yielding. 

Mr. Chairman. I applaud the gentle
man in the well for taking this time at 
the beginning of the amendment proc
ess to clarify and to respond to the ar
guments that were laid out by the 
chairman of the Interior Committee. 

I think that it was unfortunate 
during the reservation on the unani
mous consent for the extension of 
your remarks that the implication was 
that the gentleman in the well was 
trying to prolong this debate. In fact, 
as we began this amending process, 
there have been explanations on both 
sides, led by Mr. UDALL. 

The key points that the gentleman 
made are clear-that those who are 
proposing to put in place coal slurry 
pipelines want to give national emi
nent domain without regard to many 
of the implications of much of that 
eminent domain for a very exclusive 
club of people who are going to try to 
use that to exploit and to use the coal 
resource. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The 
time of the gentleman from Pennsyl
vania has expired. 

<On request of Mr. EDGAR and by 
unanimous consent, Mr. SHusTER was 
allowed to proceed for 1 additional 
minute.> 

Mr. EDGAR. If the gentleman 
would yield further. 

I would underscore one provision 
that was not focused as deeply on by 
the gentleman and that is the whole 
question of water. Some of us are very 
concerned that in the Interior Com
mittee's report it talks about the fact 
that these water concerns should re
ceive attention from Congresses in the 
future. And it goes on to state that 
while the States of origin should be 
protected under the extraordinary 
powers of the commerce clause, those 
States who may be in downstream 
areas have little or no protection if 
there is not a water compact in place. 
And I think many of us who are con
cerned about the environmental ques
tions focus on the issue of water. 

So, what the gentleman has said is 
accurate. And I think if you look at 
some of the real questions, even if an 
amendment is accepted today _ on the 
House floor dealing with water, I 
think this legislation should be reject
ed for those reasons of environment 
and the reasons that the gentleman 
has suggested. 

I commend the gentleman for his 
leadership on this issue. 

Mr. SHUSTER. I thank the gentle
man. 

Mr. LOEFFLER. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. SHUSTER. I yield to the gentle- prorailroad colors. I do not harbor any 
man from Texas. illusions about the legislation before 

Mr. LOEFFLER. Mr. Chairman. last us in terms of how quickly San Anto
year marked the 20th year that coal nio and other hard-pressed cities will 
pipeline legislation had been pending receive some relief. I do believe, how
before the Congress. During those 20 ever, that it will provide vital competi
years, we have witnessed many drastic tion to the railroads in the transporta
and damaging swings in both the pro- tion of coal and that competition will 
duction and consumption of energy in eventually, I hope and trust, force the 
the United States. railroads to stop using captive ship-

Probably the most important reason pers like San Antonio for their own 
for the need for this legislation is to selfish purposes. 
provide a long-term, stable, and eco- With only one exception. all coal 
nomical supply of domestic energy. It pipelines which have been proposed 
is imperative that we, as a nation. uti- cross State boundaries, clearly placing 
lize our domestic energy supplies coal pipelines under the purview of 
thereby reducing our balance of inter- the commerce clauses contained in the 
national trade deficits and further in- Constitution. Congress recognized its 
sulating our country from any future responsibility over the interstate 
energy supply disruptions from for- transportation of energy supplies and 
eign countries. the need to use Federal eminent 

This legislation is both a jobs bill domain as early as 1947 when that au
and an infrastructure bill, but accom- thority was granted to interstate natu
plishes those goals without Federal ral gas pipelines. There are no signifi
Govemment programs, subsidies, and cant differences between natural gas 
expenditures. The construction of coal pipelines and coal pipelines, yet we 
pipelines will lead to a rehabilitation remain without essential coal pipelines 
and expansion of our port facilities, due to lack of congressional action. I 
since a dependable and affordable urge my colleagues not to let another 
supply of coal for export will be pro- year be added to the 21 years of wait
vided. Western European countries as ing for the Congress to adopt a reason
well as Japan continue to express in- able and necessary coal pipeline bill. 
terest in purchasing U.S. coal which, The time for action is long overdue. 
unfortunately, remains economically Mr. KRAMER. Mr. Chairman, 
prohibitive due to internal transporta- before we get into the business of 
tion costs from the mine mouth to passing legislation to facilitate con-
po~her than obJ"ections to competi- struction of coal slurry pipelines, I 

want to reiterate the statement made 
tion leveled against this legislation by in testimony before the House Public 
railroads, the major problem in secur- Works and Transportation Subcom
ing passage of a coal pipeline bill in · 19 1983 b c 1 E 
the Co.,. .... ,._.,., has been in the develop- mittee on April • • Y aro · 

~£ ~ Dinkins, the Assistant Attorney Gen-
ment of adequate protection of surface eral, Land and Natural Resources Divi
and ground water in the Western sion: 
States. With the most recent compro-
mise included in this legislation, I ... There is no question that it is within 

Congress' commerce clause power to author
firmly believe the essential protection ize a State law that would otherwise consti-
of Western water and authority of the tute an impermissible burden on interstate 
States to manage their water re- commerce. 
sources has been adequately ad- Dinkins went on to add that: 
dressed. In addition, far less water is . . . 1 must reemphasize that of course, 
required to slurry coal than is needed whether the courts will ultimately deter
for mine mouth generation, liquifica- mine that the expressed intent is sufficient
tion, and gasification. ly clear to immuhize State water laws at-

Along with many other cities across fecting coal slurries from commerce clause 
the country, the city of San Antonio, scrutiny is to a certain extent specula
Tex.. which I am privileged to repre- tive .. · . 
sent in the Congress, is a "captive Western members should heed this 
shipper." It is dependent on one rail- warning and know that in spite of ex
road to transport coal from the traordinary efforts to characterize this 
Powder River basin to be used in its bill as one protecting the sovereignty 
municipally owned public utility. That of State water laws, this legislation 
railroad has through the years cannot be taken as a guarantee of 
charged exhorbitant rates for the those States rights. 
transportation of coal, utility rates To the extent that the commerce 
have skyrocketed, and the consumers clause is granted to States only with 
of San Antonio have indeed been respect to coal slurry, and embedded 
gouged by the railroad. With the pas- in legislation to facilitate construction 
sage of the Staggers Rail Act, we were · of a coal pipeline, it seems obvious 
successful in providing some relief for that in a future contest over water 
San Antonio consumers, but to date, rights those States with pipelines will 
the Interstate Commerce Commission have a clear advantage over those 
has failed to recognize the intent of without. Let me say that again. States 
Congress in the San Antonio ·cases and who contest the loss of water in a 
has bent over backward to show its shared pool or seek an otherwise rea-
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sonable change in allocations of that 
pool have only existing mechanisms of 
redress. However, States drawing from 
that shared pool for the pipeline will 
be armed with the full force of com
pelling national interest and beneficial 
use, the grant of Federal eminent 
domain, together with the congres
sionally delegated commerce clause 
power. Is there any doubt who would 
win and who would lose. 

Mr. Chairman, you may ask how im
portant is winning and losing, after all 
it is only water. Well let me expand on 
some of the facts about water in the 
West-facts with which citizens of Col
orado are intimately familiar. Mr. 
Chairman, of the total supply of water 
in this whole world, 9'1 percent is salt 
water. Of the remaining water, '15 per
cent is stored as ice caps in the polar 
regions. Only 0.05 percent of the total 
water supply is fresh water in streams 
and lakes. Prom that amount, within 
the United States, '13 percent of the 
stream flow is claimed by States east 
of a north/south line drawn through 
the Kansas/MisSOuri border, and 12.'1 
percent is claimed by the Pacific 
Northwest. That leaves 14.2 percent to 
be shared by 14 Western States which 
includes over one-half of the Nation's 
land area. Colorado sits at the apex of 
this scarce western water supply. 

Mr. Chairman, since the time when 
Zebulon Pike moved up the Arkansas 
River into what is now Colorado, man
aging scarce water has been a way of 
life. a means of survival, and the only 
hope for future prosperity in the 
region. So far, we have done pretty 
well in delicately balancing the com
peting demands of agriculture, indus
try, recreation, residential and neigh
boring and downstream States. Lately, 
the job has gotten much more difficult 
because our population has enjoyed 
remarkable growth. But with the same 
determination with which Zebulon 
Pike reached the Rockies. Colorado 
will continue to balance its water de
mands, however, passage of this bill 
would seriously jeopardize our chances 
of continued success, by asking the 
citizens of Colorado to win the war of 
water conservation with a slurry pipe 
tied around their necks. 

Mr. Chairman, when the dust set
tles, this simple fact remains-that, 
any water which enter that 38-inch 
pipe to slurry coal to other parts of 
the country is water that is gone for
ever. It cannot be used to irrigate 
farms or ranches, it cannot be used to 
supply a promising high tech industry 
in the front range area, and it cannot 
be used in the taps of the growing 
number of homes in my State. Most 
importantly, it is gone, with or with
out the consent of citizens of Colora
do, whether intentional or not, the 
water language in this bill guarantees 
only one thing and that is that the 
pipelines will get the water it wants. 

AKENDKDT Ol'FERED BY JilL VDTO 

Mr. VENTO. Mr. Chairman, I offer 
an amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. VEIITO: In sec

tion 3 of the amendment in the nature of a 
substitute-

< 1> strike out "and" at the end of para
graph<6>; 

<2> strike out the period at the end of 
paragraph <7> and insert in lieu thereof "; 
and"; and 

<3> insert after paragraph <7> the follow
ing: 

<8> no state shall sell or otherwise trans
fer or permit the sale or transfer. for use in 
a coal pipeline for which a certificate is 
issued under section 10 of this Act outside 
of such State. water which is taken from 
any river or other body of surface water 
which is located in or which passes through 
more than one state or from any aquifer or 
other body of ground water which underlies 
more than one state unless-

<A> there is in effect an interstate com
pact (i) among the diverting State and each 
state located downstream of such diversion 
and prior to the confluence with a river or 
stream of which it is a tributary, or <ii> 
among the states under which aquifer or 
other body of ground water lies, which gov
erns such sale or transfer. and 

<B> such sale or transfer is in accordance 
with the terms of such compact. 

Mr. VENTO <during the reading). 
Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous con
sent that the amendment be consid
ered as read and printed in the 
Record 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. Is 
there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from Minnesota? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. VENTO. Mr. Chairman,. the 

amendment that is before the body at 
this point deals with the compact ~ 
tween the States in terms of the ap
proval of the water to be utilized in 
the coal slurry pipelines. 

Mr. Chairman, I might add to the 
Members that this amendment was of
fered in the Interior Committee. It 
was also offered in the Public Works 
Committee. Even though spirited ar
guments were made, it was not suc
cessful in committee. 

I bring this to the body because I 
think it is a terribly important issue 
with respect to coal slurry lines and 
the utilization of water. 

They will use vast amounts of water, 
billions of gallons of water from scat
tered scarce areas in the Western part 
of the United States. What this 
amendment does of course is it tries to 
attain agreement among the various 
States, whether it involves multistate 
surface waters or aquifers with regard 
to that water used in a coal pipeline~ 

Now, I might say that this does not 
solve all the problems with respect to 
water. Indeed, the coal slurry pipelines 
hold over other water users the fear, 
the expectation and the real possibili
ty that they will drain the life blood 
from America's natural agricultural 
resources. After all, the areas that the 
water needs to come from are those 

key areas, those arid areas that we 
have spent hundreds of billions of dol
lars, attempting to spend money on 
reclamation and other projects to try 
to make them economically viable, to 
do even marginal raising of crops and 
cattle and so forth in those areas. So, I 
know the .interest and the emotions 
that exist with regard to this issue. 

Now, indeed it was pointed out here 
by my colleague, the gentleman from 
Pennsylvania, that the Interior Com
mittee did address this particular 
question and said, that the type of 
amendment that you are offering deal
ing with compacts really gets down to 
basic water policy, and indeed Con
gress at some point should attempt to 
address that particular problem. But 
the fact is not now. 

The truth of the matter is of course 
this bill does a very great deal in terms 
of water policy with regards to what is 
happening. But it does it in a. one
sided, in a lop-sided manner. It does it 
in a way that will facilitate the con
struction and utilization with regards 
to water. 

To those that are familiar with the 
bill of course they recognize that H.R. 
1010 grants to the State of origin of 
the water all the Congress power 
under the commerce clause. This is 
the clause that deals with the inter
state relationship in terms of transpor
tation. And that is our constitutional 
power, to legislate with respect to the · 
use of water for coal slurry pipelines. 
This legislation gives that power even 
when such a State~s action, and this is 
in the bill, would otherwise constitute 
an impermissible burden on interstate 
commerce, they can still be granted 
that particular power. States contest
ing that loss of their shared water to 
the diversion occurring in another 
State would be forced to rely on the 
existing mechanisms. That is you can 
go to court, you can go to the legisla
ture. But you do not have the legal 
standing that the Constitution has 
granted 

Now, what this amendment attempts 
to do is to try and suggest that you 
can of course use the multistate water, 
but only if there is an interstate com
pact or agreement, otherwise you have 
to create such a compact. If that water 
is upstream or downstream, if it is sur
face water, acquifer, you must obtain 
the agreement of States affected That 
is a new water policy. But it is very 
necessary. 

D 1340 
The fact of the matter is that the 

courts have not adjudicated all the 
rights and responsibilities on the allo
cation of water between the various 
States or water basins or aquifers. To 
make that particular assumption is to 
show that we just have not had that 
type of determination with regard to 
all of the water interests that exist. 
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Therefore, when we give the com

merce clause here we are interfering, 
we are taking away, we are stripping 
the courts of that particular power 
and the States then will be denied the 
right or the opportunity to represent 
the best interests of their States, those 
of agriculture, those that need it, the 
other competing interests. 

We are saying that if you can attain 
an agreement, whether or not it is the 
best agreement I guess is going to be 
left to the States. I happen to think 
water for coal slurry is not a good use, 
not a good agreement. 

Mr. MOODY. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. VENTO. I yield to the gentle
man from Wisconsin <Mr. MooDY). 

Mr. MOODY. Is it not true, would 
the gentleman not agree, that the bill 
says "Nothing in this act shall alter 
the rights of any State to its appor
tioned share of the water," et cetera, 
and does that not mean that this is 
contrary to what you say this is, which 
is all of the rights under the com
merce clause? 

This is a very limited right of the 
commerce clause; is that not correct? 

Mr. VENTO. If I can reclaim my 
time. First, apportioned, is modified. 
"Apportioned share" assumes that 
there has been a court determination; 
and, second of all, if you look back, I 
would say to the gentleman from Wis
consin, Mr. MooDY, to paragraphs 2 
and 3, those supersede and they dic
tate with regard to what happens in 
paragraph 2 or 3 on paragraph 4. 
"Pursuant to the commerce clause 
• • • the Congress hereby expressly 
delegates to the States the power to 
establish and exercise in State law, 
whether now in existence or hereafter 
enacted, terms or conditions • • • for 
the reservation, appropriation, use, 
export, or diversion of," that water. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The 
time of the gentleman from Minnesota 
<Mr. VENTo) has expired. 

<By unanimous consent, Mr. VENTo 
was allowed to proceed for 5 additional 
minutes.) 

Mr. VENTO. Clause 3 says "nothing 
in this act or any amendment made by 
this act shall impair the validity of 
any provision of State law." 

So the point is this is a one-sided 
bargain. This preserves the rights of 
that State of origin, grants them 
through the commerce clause extraor
dinary powers to accomplish what it 
wants to do, much at the expense of 
the other States that are affected by 
it. In fact, this will override a compact, 
an agreement that may be in exist
ence. This gives the States the ability 
to break that compact and that is why 
it is very frustrating. 

I know what the intention of the au
thors of the amendment were, but the 
effect of the amendment is what is im
portant. It is a situation where the 

whereases do not match up with the 
now therefores. 

With regard to this amendment, 
that is what the problem is. This de
stroys and eliminates States' rights. 
The amendment that I am offering in 
conjunction with the gentleman from 
Iowa <Mr. BEDELL) and in conjunction 
with the gentleman from Pennsylva
nia <Mr. EDGAR), and others, gives us 
the opportunity to have coordination 
and cooperation with respect to par
ticular minute issues regarding water 
rights. 

It does not solve all of the water 
problems but it solves some created by 
the bill. 

Mr. WILLIAMS of Montana. Mr. 
Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. VENTO. I am happy to yield to 
the gentleman from Montana, Mr. 
WILLIAMS. 

Mr. WILLIAMS of Montana. I thank 
the gentleman for yielding. I commend 
the gentleman for attempting to solve 
what is a major water difficulty with 
regard to States' rights over their own 
water. 

We had been assured earlier that 
the States' rights were protected and 
yet, as I read the gentleman's amend
ment, he is trying to patch up this coal 
slurry bill to assure that they are pro
tected. 

Let me ask the gentleman: Does 
your amendment in any way alter, 
change, or amend what has been 
known as the Cheney language? 

The gentleman from Wyoming <Mr. 
CHENEY) had written section 3, parts 1 
and 2. Do you amend those in any 
way? 

Mr. VENTO. No, we do not. We add 
a clause at the end of the section. This 
clause would be a consideration based 
on that. 

I think there are some major defects 
in the Cheney language. I do not know 
quite how to get at them because the 
authors are in favor of the commerce 
clause extension and they are in favor 
of the other changes in there and we 
are just trying to deal with one facet 
in it. 

It is inadequate, in a way, but I 
think it deals with a fundamental flaw 
in terms of the compacts. 

You are going to have a big water 
problem with coal slurry pipelines and 
nobody is going to be able to eliminate 
that. 

Mr. WILLIAMS of Montana. If the 
gentleman will yield further, you are 
saying your amendment then does not 
solve, to your satisfaction, the water 
difficulty inherent in this bill? 

Mr. VENTO. No, it does not. 
Mr. WILLIAMS of Montana. If the 

gentleman will yield further, section 
3( 1) grants without exception and 
without question, it grants to individ
ual States the exclusive power to au
thorize for sale water to coal slurry 
companies. 

Mr. VENTO. That is correct. 

Mr. WILLIAMS of Montana. How do 
you alter that? How do you stop Mon
tana and upstream States from selling 
that water? 

Mr. VENTO. The legislation permits 
them to break compacts, and also dele
gates, not just-get this-not just the 
authority in terms of what is the exist
ing law but any future law any legisla
ture might write which then has prec
edence over any law or any compact 
they agree to. 

So, in other words, it encourages 
State legislatures to go out and break 
compacts and break the type of coop
eration and coordination which I 
think is fundamentally important if 
we are going to deal with the type 
water problems that we have in this 
Nation. We had better face up to it in 
this particular measure and that is 
what we are doing. 

It may not be the intent, but it cer
tainly is the fact that that is the 
power you are giving in this legisla
tion. 

Mr. EDGAR. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. VENTO. I yield to the gentle
man from Pennsylvania. 

Mr. EDGAR. I thank the gentleman 
for yielding. I commend the gentleman 
for his amendment and his statement. 

I just wanted to ask the gentleman 
one question. If in fact the coal slurry 
bill passes without the gentleman's 
amendment, is it not true that we will 
give to the States that wish to sell the 
water a great deal of authority, and it 
will be up to those States in the down
stream areas without compacts to per
suade the States that have these 
powers being granted to them to enter 
into some kind of an agreement volun
tarily? 

It does not mandate that there is 
any kind of control of the use of that 
water upstream; is that not the case? 

Mr. VENTO. I think that is exactly 
right. You are just precluding any 
type of cooperation and you are taking 
away any legal arguments that that 
State might have with regard to mul
tistate aquifers or surface waters. If 
this language were simply neutral 
with regard to that, and that is what 
we are trying to do, and we have big 
problems with regard to water, and all 
we are trying to do is to neutralize 
that to permit the other States around 
that have rights with regard to 
aquifers, or with regard to surface 
water, to have some voice. 

After all, South Dakota is going 
ahead. They have signed contracts for 
billions of acre feet of water to be re
moved from that State and to be sold. 

I come from a water rich State and 
certainly we would stand to gain. But 
obviously any water we shipped out of 
Minnesota would affect many, many 
States around us. 

I think that is wrong. I think it is 
fundamentally the wrong way to go 
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with regard to what this language has 
in it. 

I ask for a vote to preserve this small 
bit of States' rights. 

Mr. BREAUX. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
in opposition to the amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, I think while we talk 
about this water amendment it is very, 
very important that we understand 
and put into proper perspective how 
much water we are talking about. 
Some people would have us believe 
that we are talking about perhaps di
verting the Mississippi River to build a 
coal slurry pipeline or perhaps we are 
going to dam up Niagara Falls and use 
all of the water coming through the 
falls to build a coal slurry pipeline. 

Nothing could be further from the 
truth. The estimates of one of the 
largest existing coal slurry pipelines 
that is being talked about being built, 
the ETSI line, do my colleagues know 
how much they are talking about 
using in terms of water to operate 
their entire line? They are talking 
about an amount of 20,000 acre-feet of 
water. 

Let me tell you how much that is. 
That is equal to about 10 percent of 
the amount of water that annually 
evaporates from the reservoir from 
which ETSI's water will be taken. We 
are talking about them only using 10 
percent of the amount of water that 
annually evaporates into the air from 
that reservior. 

We are not talking about using all of 
the water in the Atlantic Ocean or 
half of the water in the Pacific Ocean 
or half of the water in the Mississippi 
River. 

The biggest line is only going to use 
10 percent of an amount of water that 
annually evaporates into the air from 
one reservoir. 

How have we addressed the problem 
of water? I think very, very carefully. 
Everybody has been involved in this. 

The gentleman's amendment man
dates, No. 1, that States cannot allow 
any water to be sold unless they have 
a mandatory compact. If you vote for 
this amendment you are telling every 
State that they must join an interstate 
water compact. 

The States can do that today. If five 
States agree on how they are going to 
handle the water in their area, they 
can form a compact. That compact can 
say we will never sell water for the 
construction of a coal slurry pipeline 
and that compact will be valid. If is 
valid today. It is valid after this legis
lation is passed. 

But how could anyone in Washing
ton tell the States we are going to 
make you form an interstate compact? 

Suppose your State does not want to 
join a compact because they do not 
like the terms and conditions? Are you 
willing to say we are going to make 
you do it anyway? 

Interstate compacts are valid now 
without the legislation, but they are 
voluntary, as they should be. 

The gentleman's amendment also 
does something which I think is really 
going too far. It talks about not only if 
the water is coming from a State or 
from an underground aquifer from a 
State, that they would have to join an 
interstate compact, but it says if it 
even passes through that State that 
that State would be mandated to join 
an interstate compact. 
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Now let us consider the Mississippi 

River that goes from the Gulf of 
Mexico all the way up north. How 
many States does the water pass 
through? Twelve, fifteen? Are you 
willing to say you are going to have to 
make every one of those States forc
ibly join an interstate compact even 
though they do not want to? This is 
absolutely a killer amendment. It 
would absolutely kill it. We might as 
well pack it up and go home. 

No one can say, "I am going to sup
port this amendment" and still say 
they are for coal slurry. It is just as 
clear as that. 

Mr. VENTO. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. BREAUX. I cannot. I do not 
have much time. 

It is all right to say to the States to 
form a compact, an interstate com
pact, if they want to, it is fine, we ap
plaud it. If it says you cannot use the 
water for coal slurry pipelines, that is 
fine, I applaud that. But Congress 
should not be mandating, forcing the 
State to do something perhaps that 
the State does not want to do. 

How about the States that thinks it 
is appropriate and proper? 

Do not let anyone kid you. This 
amendment really devastates the bill. 
We might as well not have a bill if you 
try to force every State that the water 
might even trickle through, and that 
is how it could be read, to mandate 
them into forming an interstate com
pact. 

Mr. VENTO. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. BREAUX. I yield to the gentle
man from Minnesota. 

Mr. VENTO. I thank the gentleman 
for yielding. 

Mr. Chairman, of course it is our in
tention to deal with diversion of water 
downstream or upsteam prior to the 
confluence with the river's steam or 
tributary. It is my interpretation that 
that language would not have the 
effect that the gentleman has alluded 
to. So it would not involve that. 

Furthermore, the concern is that of 
course there would not be a formation 
of a compact; you are only dealing 
with certified use for the construction 
of the pipeline according to the pre
scription in this bill and then only 
where a multistate water source is in-

volved. It only affects the State in 
terms of multistate surface water or 
aquifer. If the water is just within one 
State, it would not have a need for the 
compact. 

Mr. BREAUX. I would take my time 
back. 

The main point is, I would say to the 
gentleman, is that the water would 
only have to pass through a State 
under his amendment to require that 
State to have to form an interstate 
compact. Even if they do not want to. 

Suppose you have nine States that 
are willing sellers. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The 
time of the gentleman <Mr. BREAUX) 
has expired. 

<By unanimous consent, Mr. BREAux 
was allowed to proceed for 1 additional 
minute.) 

Mr. BREAUX. If you had 10 States 
that the water passes through and 9 of 
them control 99.9 percent of the water 
and you have only one State that it 
might trickle through. The nine States 
could agree that this is in their inter
est to go ahead and form this compact 
and sell the water. If one State could 
say no, the whole thing could fall 
apart under the gentleman's amend
ment. 

I am saying that it is fine to allow 
the States to agree to something vol
untarily. I do not think we in Wash
ington should be telling them that 
they have to. 

That is not the way to do it. 
Mr. McNULTY. Mr. Chairman, will 

the gentleman yield? 
Mr. BREAUX. I yield to the gentle

man from Arizona. 
Mr. McNULTY. I thank the gentle

man for yielding. 
In the gentleman's opinion, under 

current law, what power do States 
have to restrict the export of water? 

Mr. BREAUX. Under the recent Su
preme Court decisions in the absence 
of this bill they could not restrict the 
sale of water under the interstate com
merce clause. This bill specifically tells 
any State that if they want to they 
can say, "No, none of our water will be 
used for a coal slurry pipeline," under 
this bill. Without this bill they cannot 
do it. 

Mr. CHENEY. Mr. Chairman, I 
move to strike the requisite number of 
words, and I rise in opposition to the 
amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, I want to join with 
my colleague from Louisiana <Mr. 
BREAUX) in opposing this amendment. 
I think it is important for everyone to 
understand what is at stake with the 
Vento amendment, and I certainly 
share service on the Committee on In
terior and Insular Affairs with the 
gentleman from Minnesota <Mr. 
VENTO). He is an honorable man. He 
offered this amendment in committee 
or a similar version of it. It was debat
ed in the Committee on Interior and 



25910 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-HOUSE September 27, 1983 
Insular Affairs an<L of course, was de
feated 

Everybody should understand that 
this is at the heart of this particular 
piece of legislation and that in fact 
what has been suggested here, should 
it be adopted, will be viewed as a killer 
amendment. H the Vento amendment 
passes, coal slurry pipeline legislation. 
I believe, is dead f'or this session of 
Congress. 

I think it is also important for every
one to understancL especially those of 
us from the West who are concerned 
and whose districts might be directly 
affected by slurry legislation, to un
derstand that the Vento amendment 
goes against the grain at what is at
tempted in the bill as it was brought 
to the floor. 

Specifically, the water issue, as it re
lates to coal slurry pipelines, has 
always been a question of preserving 
for the States the right to decide, indi
vidually, whether or not they want to 
see water used in a coal slurry pipe
line, the right for the States to decide 
individually what terms and conditions 
they might like to impose upon that 
use~ 

With respect to my home state of 
Wyoming, the State legislature and 
the 'Governor have granted a slurry 
pipeline permit to the ETSI Transpor
tation Co., but in doing so they impose 
terms and conditions upon the export 
of water for the ,coal slurry pipeline. 

They said that if the use of that 
water violated or in any way damaged 
any other water users~ rights, the 
State engineer was authorized toter
minate the export of that water. 

What the Sporhase decision dicL in 
effect, was to strike down the ability 
of the State to impose conditions on 
the use of water. 

What the coal slurry pipeline bill, as 
brought to the floor by the Committee 
on Interior and Insular Affairs and 
the Committee on Public Works and 
Transportation, brought to us by the 
distinguished gentleman from Arizona 
<Mr. UDALL), H.R. 1010, does is grant 
to the States the right to assert the 
congressional intent that the States 
shall have the right to decide how 
they use their water. 

What the Vento amendment, in 
effect, would do is to impose a veto by 
another State upon the use, by the 
originating State, of its water. 

Specifically, the Vento amendment 
would set up a situation in which my 
State of Wyoming would not be per
mitted to decide how to use its share 
of its water if in fact Minnesota or 
other States in the Basin covered by 
his amendment should decide not to 
go along with that use. 

Specifically, it sets an extremely 
dangerous precedent. The Vento 
amendment in effect would require 
States to form interstate compacts and 
require all States sharing a water 
source to consent, before any one of 

the States uses its own share of the 
water for an interstate coal pipeline. 

This would no doubt preclude con
struction ,of most coal pipelines. Aside 
from this deadly effect on the coal 
slurry industry, the pipeline industry, 
this amendment would also begin dis
mantling this country's settled policy 
on water management and set a very 
dangerous precedent for other natural 
resources. H you can in fact require an 
interstate compact before one State 
can make a decision to use part of its 
water for a coal slurry line, the next 
thing you will be able to do is require 
an interstate compact before a State 
can use part of its water for agricul
tural purposes, for municipal pur
poses, for recreational purposes, or for 
any other use that that State deems 
wise. 

Presently each State has the power 
to allocate the water and to determine 
beneficial uses of water within its bor
ders without interference from any 
other State. 

A State, believing that its right to a 
share of interstate water is being in
vaded by another State, may invoke 
the long-standing authority of the 
U.S. Supreme Court which will guar
antee each State an equitable share of 
the disputed water resource. 

An interstate compact is one estab
lished alternative mechanism for 
States to divide among themselves the 
water BOurce which they all share. It is 
a voluntary mechanism which consti
tutes an agreement on the size of each 
State,s slice of the water pie. A com
pact does not direct a State as to how 
or when to eat their respective slice. 

In other words, Colorado would not 
presume to tell Arizona what crops to 
irrigate, whether water could be used 
for agricultural or municipal or indus
trial purposes. 

The V:.ento amendment would em
power each signatory State in effect to 
dictate the water use of each other sig
natory state with respect to coal pipe
lines, since it contains a sister State 
signoff requirement. 

Thus in the case of coal slurry lines 
the Congress would be saying that a 
State does not have the authority to 
decide how to use its own water since 
the State clearly does not have the 
power to use another State's water. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The 
time of the gentleman <Mr. CHENEY> 
has expired. 

(By unanimous consent, Mr. CHENEY 
was allowed to proceed for 3 additional 
minutes.) 

Mr. CHENEY. By way of conclusion. 
Mr. Chairman, let me emphasize once 
again that the language in the bill, 
H.R. 1010, as brought to the floor, 
makes it very clear that the States 
shall have authority to decide how to 
use their share of the water, that the 
Vento amendment interferes with 
that, that the Vento amendment spe
cifically would dictate a requirement, 

mandate a requirement that there will 
be interstate compacts before a State 
can decide to use its portion of water 
in a coal slurry pipeline. 

It is an extremely dangerous prece
dent. H you believe in the principle of 
States rights where water policy is 
concerned, then my colleagues ought 
to work to and vote to defeat the 
Vento amendment. 

0 1400 
Mr. UDALL. Mr. Chairman, will the 

gentleman yield? 
Mr. CHENEY. I yield to the gentle

man from Arizona. 
Mr. UDALL. I thank the gentleman 

for yielding. 
The gentleman has made an impor

tant statement and along with the 
gentleman from Utah <Mr. MAluuOT'l') 
and the gentleman from New Mexico 
<Mr. LuJAN), and the committee, has 
done much to nail down this water 
problem. 

I think there is an inconsistency 
here and I challenge the opposers of 
the coal slurry pipeline to cite me an 
instance where anything like this has 
ever been done before, where you say 
to any 1 of 11 States, as the gentleman 
from Louisiana <Mr. BREAux) pointed 
out, "You can veto your sister States' 
use of their own water." 

We come down the line and say on 
pages 4 and 5 of the bill, States rights 
are protected, State law prevails on 
every occasion. State procedure must 
be used. In fact we are the only 
amendment kicking around that en
larges States rights. 

They come in and say, "Oh, what we 
need to do here is have the long arm 
of the Federal Government march in 
and say, 'None of you can use any of 
your water or dedicate it to the pipe
line unless a compact has been 
signed.'" 

These compacts may take 50 years to 
get worked out. 

I asked my staff if we could find any 
other instance where a compact is re
quired before a State can use its own 
water, and I cannot find one. I chal
lenge the other side to show us where 
this might have occurred previously. 

Mr. CHENEY. I thank the gentle
man for his contribution. 

Mr. LUJAN. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. CHENEY. I yield to the gentle
man from New Mexico. 

Mr. LUJAN. I thank the gentleman 
for yielding. 

And it seems to me that this is going 
in exactly the opposite direction that 
we have always tried to go in and that 
is, to allow the States to get into their 
own compacts, if they want to. H they 
do not want to, that is perfectly all 
right. They have all agreed to do that. 
But we have always tried to keep the 
Federal Government out of how we al
locate our water. 



September 27, 1983 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-HOUSE 25911 
The gentleman has done an excel

lent job of explaining why this amend
ment should not be adopted. And let 
me just make the point that those of 
us who believe that the States ought 
to have their own regulations, as far as 
water is concerned, without the Feder
al Government coming in and dictat
ing those conditions, I think that 
those of us who believe that way 
would naturally oppose this amend
ment. 

Mr. BEDELL. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. CHENEY. I yield to the gentle
man from Iowa. 

Mr. BEDELL. I thank the gentleman 
for yielding. 

I think the chairman deserves an 
answer to his question. And the first 
answer I would have is that there are 
many of us who dispute very much the 
statement that it is their own water. 

Many of us believe that water that 
comes from Montana flows down 
through South Dakota and on to 
other States does not belong to South 
Dakota or any other individual State 
along that line. 

We do believe that since it is jointly 
used it should be a joint resource and I 
would challenge the chairman back to 
tell us some other type of a product or 
anything in which it would flow from 
one State to another down through a 
whole series of States wherein he 
would agree that there is not a com
pact existing. 

Mr. ANDERSON. Mr. Chairman, I 
move to strike the requisite number of 
words. And I rise in opposition to this 
amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, I was chairman for 
many years in California of our State 
Cooperation Commission. My job was 
to negotiate interstate compacts on a 
voluntary basis with all of the other 
States on a variety of issues. But re
quiring interstate compacts before 
water can be used for coal slurry pipe
lines is actually a limitation on State 
regulation and the control of its own 
water resources that is unprecedented. 

Such a provision would allow one 
State to hold another State hostage 
and effectively prevent the second 
State from issuing a permit to a slurry 
pipeline by just refusing to enter into 
a compact. Such a result would actual
ly be a disincentive to compacts. And I 
think that the amendment was pretty 
accurately labeled a few moments ago 
when somebody called it the "killer 
amendment." 

This amendment if adopted would 
represent a provocative Federal act by 
requiring such a compact and it tram
ples over the rights of States to regu
late their own water resources; I natu
rally oppose this amendment. 

Now I do have some concerns about 
water in California. We have a number 
of large rivers solely within our State, 
the Eel, Sacramento, San Joaquin, 
many, many of them. But we have a 

large number of other rivers that 
either run through or run along the 
edge of our State, such as the Colora
do River which originates up in the 
Rockies and goes on down into the 
GulfofLowerCalifomia. 

So I wanted to know how this lan
guage, which originated in our Interi
or Committee impacts upon Califor
nia. So the Association of California 
Water Agencies who are the experts in 
this area were contacted And this is 
their answer. 

They said: 
H.R. 3857, The Coal Pipeline Act of 1983, 

is scheduled for House action this week. 
During the course of Committee review of 
this legislation, many questions were raised 
as to the adequacy of the language protect
ing the rights of States to manage their own 
water resources and whether States in the 
water short West would lose control over 
this essential resource. 

The Association of California Water Agen
cies has studied the language in H.R. 3857 
and feels it is tightly drawn and well craft
ed. We believe that it carefully covers the 
issues raised in the recent Sporhase case 
and that the California water rights process 
is fully protected. 

And that is signed by Robert Will 
for the Association of California 
Water Agencies. 

If this bill protects the water rights 
for California, I would think that my 
colleagues who have similar situations 
in their States would find that their 
water rights would be similarly pro
tected 

Mr. HAMMERSCHMIDT. Mr. 
Chairman, I move to strike the requi
site number of words, and I rise in sup
port of the Vento amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, supporters of this 
unwise coal slurry legislation would 
have us believe that the amendment 
being offered is a "radical departure 
from the American system of water 
law". 

Nothing could be further from the 
truth, and no statement could be more 
misleading concerning the real nature 
of the shared water debate. 

My colleagues, I would ask you to 
focus on two points. First, if anything 
is a radical departure from American 
law, it is the bill's current language 
which-in an unprecedented fashion
purports to delegate to a State of 
origin all of Congress power under the 
Commerce Clause of the U.S. Consti
tution. It is the bill's water language, 
not the amendment, which is an un
precedented departure from tradition
al practices. 

Second, the amendment which is 
being offered is one intentionally built 
around perhaps the most successful of 
the traditional approaches to resolving 
multi-State water problems. Interstate 
compacts are firmly established as 
vital and effective tools for meeting 
the complex and diverse needs of the 
States. Their use dates back to the 
British North American Colonies prior 
to the American Revolution. Since the 

close of World War II, there has been 
rapid growth in the use of the com
pact device, with more being negotiat
ed in two recent decades than during 
the preceding 200-plus years. 

I believe that resorting to the device 
of an interstate compact to resolve 
multi-state, water-related coal slurry 
conflicts is clearly appropriate and de
sirable. And I am not by any means 
the only one who feels this way. In a 
recent article written by Mr. F. Henry 
Habicht II, Acting Assistant Attorney 
General for the Land and Natural Re
sources Division of the U.S. Depart
ment of Justice, the following 
thoughts were offered concerning 
State primacy in interstate water-allo
cation disputes: 

Cooperative interstate efforts, undertaken 
consistently with the rule of state primacy. 
must be explored when more than one state 
asserts an interest in a particular water 
system. Interstate compacts, which strive to 
reach a consensual, equitable balancing of 
sovereign interests, appear to be sound re
sponses to such situations. To be sure, the 
development of compacts to address the dif
ficult allocation decisions faced in the West 
is not easy. It requires hard choices by all 
concerned. However, in the absence of such 
compacts, the resolution of allocation dis
putes is too often left to the vagaries of ju
dicial application of federal common law 
("equitable apportionment"> in costly litiga
tion or to unilateral federal congressional 
intervention. The alternative of interstate 
compacts seems preferable and is consistent 
with the key principles of state primacy. 
The shared water amendment that is 
being offered this afternoon employs 
as its basic protective mechanism the 
formation of an interstate compact of 
the very type discussed by Mr. Ha
bicht. 

Mr. Chairman, interstate compacts 
have been used repeatedly in past 
years to solve multi-state, water-relat
ed problems. The following is a list of 
just some of the compacts which have 
been entered into in years past relat
ing to water resources: 

Animas-La Plata Project Compact. 
Arkansas Rjver Basin Compact of 

1970. 
Arkansas River Compact of 1949. 
Arkansas River Compact of 1965. 
Bear River Compact. 
Belle Fourche River Compact. 
Big Blue River Compact. 
California-Nevada Interstate Com-

pact. 
Canadian River Compact. 
Colorado River Compact. 
Costilla Creek Compact. 
Klamath River Compact. 
La Plata River Compact. 
Pecos River Compact. 
Red River Compact. 
Republican River Compact. 
Rio Grande Interstate Compact. 
Sabine River Compact. 
Snake River Compact. 
South Platte River Compact. 
Upper Colorado River Basin Com

pact. 
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Upper Niobrara River Compact. 
Yellowstone River Compact. 
New England Interstate Water Pol

lution Control Compact. 
New Hampshire-Vermont Interstate 

Sewage and Waste Disposal Facilities 
Compact. 

Ohio River Valley Water Sanitation 
Compact. 

Tri-State Sanitation Compact. 
Connecticut River Valley Flood Con-

trol Compact. 
Delaware River Basin Compact. 
Great Lakes Basin Compact. 
Merrimack River Food Control Com-

pact. 
Potomac Valley Compact. 
Susquehanna River Basin Compact. 
Thames River Flood Control Com-

pact. 
Wheeling Creek Watershed Protec

tion and Flood Prevention Compact. 
Mr. Chairman, the shared water 

amendment calling for the formation 
of interstate compacts to resolve coal
slurry-related water problems is in
tended to act as an equalizer, to cause 
the States to deal with each other as 
equals and to resolve their problems 
beforehand. I urge that the amend
ment be adopted. 

Mr. COLEMAN of Missouri. Mr. 
Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. HAMMERSCHMIDT. I yield to 
the gentleman from Missouri. 

Mr. COLEMAN of Missouri. I thank 
the gentleman for yielding. 

Mr. Chairman, I want to commend 
the gentleman in the well for his 
statement and wish to be associated 
with it. 

Let me point out that there is noth
ing in this bill, if this amendment is 
not adopted, that would preclude or 
protect one State, let us say South 
Dakota or Wyoming, from siphoning 
off the entire Missouri River. There is 
nothing in this bill to protect down
stream users at all, including Iowa, 
Minnesota, Missouri, and other down
stream users. 

0 1410 
It has been suggested that in fact 

this is a precedent. It is a welcome 
precedent when we have the same sit
uation developing now where one 
State can dictate what the rest of the 
river basin will be able to have flowing 
downstream. 

Now, when you take water out of a 
river basin, like ETSI pipeline is doing, 
and transfer it completely out of our 
river basin into another river basin, we 
do not get any of that moisture back. 
Not a drop of it comes back, where 
normally 60 percent of water that is 
used within a river basin will come 
back to that basin. 

So it is important that the rest of 
the States in this river basin be heard 
from. There is no protection except 
for this type of amendment. 

If we are talking about States rights, 
what more tenable position could you 

have than to say to the States, "Go 
out amongst yourselves, without Fed
eral mandates as to what your agree
ment might be, but agree amongst 
yourselves. We do not want the arm of 
the Federal Government coming in 
here telling you how to do it. You go 
ahead and do it on your own, you the 
States involved in the river basin." 

Mr. HAMMERSCHMIDT. I thank 
the gentleman for his contribution. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The 
time of the gentleman from Arkansas 
(Mr. HAMMERSCHMIDT) has expired. 

<On request of Mr. CHENEY and by 
unanimous consent, Mr. HAMMER
SCHMIDT was allowed to proceed for 2 
additional minutes.> 

Mr. CHENEY. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. HAMMERSCHMIDT. I yield to 
the gentleman from Wyoming. 

Mr. CHENEY. I thank the gentle
man for yielding. 

Mr. Chairman, the gentleman from 
Missouri just made the statement that 
there is nothing in the legislation that 
prohibits a State upstream from sell
ing water or disposing of water that 
belongs to downstream States. 

I would for the record like to quote 
from page 5. This is section 3, para
graph (4) of the bill: 

(4) nothing in this Act or any amendment 
made by this Act shall alter the rights of 
any State to its apportioned share of the 
waters of any body of surface or ground 
water, whether determined by past or 
future interstate compacts, or by past or 
future legislative or judicial allocation; 

I would emphasize that there is ab
solutely nothing in this legislation 
that in any way grants, for example, 
to the State of South Dakota, the 
right to sell water that the State of 
South Dakota does not own. 

If Missouri has a problem with 
South Dakota's action in selling water 
to the ETSI Interstate Pipeline, then 
Missouri should go to court and chal
lenge in court South Dakota's action. 
That is already being done at present. 
The place to resolve that is in court or 
by a voluntary interstate compact. 

But this provision, this amendment, 
is not voluntary. It is in fact mandato
ry. 

I want to make it clear again, one 
more time for the record, there is 
nothing in this bill that changes the 
allocation of water among the States. 
Any statement to the contrary is 
simply inaccurate. 

Mr. HAMMERSCHMIDT. I appreci
ate the gentleman's statement as he 
commented on the remarks of the gen
tleman from Missouri, but it is my un
derstanding that indeed the language 
of this bill would arm a State with ex
traordinary powers of the commerce 
clause of the Constitution, as opposed 
to the adjacent States or the down
stream States, who would only have 
ordinary powers. That is a complex 

legal difference but a very important 
one. 

Mr. CHENEY. If the gentleman will 
yield further, that simply is not true. 

Mr. HAMMERSCHMIDT. Well, 
maybe we can develop the debate and 
apprise my friend of what the facts 
are and what the real truth is. 

Mr. MOODY. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
in opposition to the amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, I serve on both the 
Interior Committee and the Public 
Works Committee and have heard 
countless hours of testimony on the 
bill. In both committees, many, many 
hours were spent discussing this and 
other amendments. 

Pardon me if I go over again some of 
the ground that we have been cover
ing, but I think the water amendment 
is the single most crucial amendment 
to this bill and therefore I hope every 
Member has had the chance to coher
ently hear the arguments on both 
sides. 

This indeed is the amendment to kill 
or save the bill. Let us try to summa
rize some key points: 

H.R. 1010 conveys to the State of 
the waters' origin a power it does not 
now have-the right under a delega
tion of the interstate commerce clause, 
to the ability to stop the water from 
leaving from that State. It does not 
give the State the interstate power 
that the gentleman from Minnesota 
<Mr. VENTO) suggested, because if you 
look at the language in the bill, it cir
cumscribes the interstate commerce 
clause delegation again and again and 
again. 

There is something surrealistic 
about this amendment: It pretends to 
give a State more power over water 
when in fact, it would give each State 
less power, since its desire to use its 
water for coal pipelines could be 
vetoed by another State. The bill gives 
the States more power since the State 
of origin can prevent its own water 
from being used for coal pipelines. 

A second question, and the key ques
tion for many people is: What about 
the other States that share in that 
water source, be it the Great Lakes, 
the Mississippi River, or some particu
lar water aquifer? There is a principle 
well established in the law called the 
principle of "equitable allocation," 
most notably embodied in the "Illinois 
against Wisconsin" case, in which the 
U.S. Supreme Court said that every 
State that shares a body of water has 
a legal right to its equitable allocation. 

The earlier statement in the debate 
here that nothing in the bill prevents 
one State from simply draining the 
Colorado River is true in the narrow 
sense that there is nothing in the bill. 
But there are things in law, there are 
things in case law, which absolutely do 
prevent it. The principle of equitable 
allocation means that no State may 
simply apportion to itself water with-
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out respect to the other States rights. 
Every State has the right to go into 
court to protect its share. This is ex
tremely crucial. 

Regarding interstate water com
pacts, as has been said before, this 
amendment would mandate-federally 
mandate-water compacts. Note that 
by simply falling to join the compact
either through decision or indecision
the State would have a veto over the 
ability of every other State sharing a 
source of water to use any part of that 
water for coal pipelines. 

Do we want to give a State-by 
simply nonaction-the veto over some 
other State? I do not think so. That 
would be a Federal mandate that few 
of us would welcome. It also gives 
them the veto, of course, as has been 
explained earlier, simply by simple, 
outright veto if it is a member. We 
give the State a right to veto another 
State's use of water once it is in that 
compact. 

Earlier a statement was made by the 
gentleman from Minnesota <Mr. 
VENTo> that this bill runs roughshod 
over compacts and destroys compact. 
This is absolutely not accurate. When 
all else fails, it is sometimes useful to 
read the actual language in the bill. 
Section 3, paragraph (3) reads: 

<3> nothing in this Act or any amendment 
made by this Act shall impair the validity of 
any provision of State law, regulation, or 
rule of law or of any interstate compact or 
treaty governing the appropriation, use, 
export, or diversion of, or other claim of 
right to water; 

This bill does not force compacts, 
but it recognizes that if they exist, 
they are valid, and continue to have 
their force that they were initially in
tended to have. 

Mr. BREAUX. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. MOODY. I yield to the gentle
man from Louisiana. 

Mr. BREAUX. Under the gentle
man's understanding of the bill as it 
now stands, is it the gentleman's un
derstanding that States could join to
gether into interstate compacts that 
would agree never to sell any water 
within that compact to build a coal 
slurry pipeline? 

Mr. MOODY. Absolutely. 
Mr. BREAUX. They have that au

thority in the existing bill? 
Mr MOODY. That is right. Every 

State has the ability to achieve what 
the gentleman from Minnesota (Mr. 
VENTo) would like to force them to 
achieve, namely, to join a compact. 

Mr. VENTO. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. MOODY. I yield to the gentle
man from Minnesota. 

Mr. VENTO. I appreciate the gentle
man yielding. 

Of course, I do respectfully disagree 
with his interpretation of what the 
amendment is and the language of the 
bill, because there are clauses (2) and 

(3) which, of course, do give that com
merce clause power. And the com
merce clause is not a one-way street. 
As the gentleman said, this gives a 
heck of a lot more power to the State 
of origin. I think we can agree with 
that. And then the gentleman says 
that the States that are affected have 
the right to go to court, and there is a 
lot of case law. But I think that my 
understanding is that case law would 
be set aside by something we pass here 
today, and that you have a right to go 
to court, but that is not a very strong 
one. 

Mr. MOODY. Let me reclaim my 
time before the gentleman moves to 
another point. 

To answer that point: The bill H.R. 
1010 says that "nothing in this act or 
any amendment made l)y this act shall 
alter the rights of any State to its ap
portioned share of the waters of any 
body of surface or ground water," et 
cetera. So right inside this bill, in fact, 
a lower section, acknowledges the ap
portioned-share concept. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The 
time of the gentleman from Wisconsin 
(Mr. MOODY) has expired. 

<On request of Mr. VENTO and by 
unanimous consent, Mr. MooDY was 
allowed to proceed for 2 additional 
minutes.) 

Mr. VENTO. If the gentleman will 
yield further, I do not want to extend 
the debate. I think we are having a 
good debate, and I appreciate the gen
tleman yielding, but I think the thing 
is that the apportioned share assumes 
that that is all spelled out. In many 
cases, as I indicated to the gentleman, 
it is indeed not the case that it is 
spelled out in the type of specificity. 
And in this case, of course, then, the 
responsibility or the power, the new 
power you are giving under the com
merce clause, the Congress giving it 
the commerce clause power, to any law 
that is passed now or may be passed in 
the future by that State. 

Mr. MOODY. I would reclaim my 
time. The commerce clause in question 
grants the State of origin some power 
that it does not now have. Now, with
out this bill a State could not prevent 
water from leaving that State if the 
water is used in interstate commerce. 
This bill grants that power for the 
first time to a State with respect to 
coal pipelines. That is the new power. 

However, that should not be inter
preted to say that another State can 
be forced to have its own water 
drained away by another State, as the 
gentleman from Minnesota (Mr. 
VENTO> implies. That is a separate 
issue. The commerce clause does not 
grant that power to any State. The ap
portioned-share section of this law 
clearly acknowledges the equitable
share concept that is firmly estab
lished in law. It even writes it in with 
paragraph (4) of section 3. 
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Your point has some validity, that if 

a State does not have an apportioned 
share already, where does it stand? 
Then it must go into court and get an 
apportioned share, but it has every 
right to do so. That is the crucial 
point. 

Mr. VENTO. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. MOODY. I yield to the gentle
man from Minnesota. 

Mr. VENTO. I appreciate the gentle
man yielding. 

I recognize the problem with the 
Sporhase case, and this tries to 
remedy that particular problem; in 
other words, giving the right to the 
States to say no, but it also gives the 
States the right to say yes. In other 
words, if it were only the intention to 
overcome that, I think it would have 
been a far simpler problem than what 
is done. In other words, this goes well 
beyond that particular relationship 
and I think to the detriment of the 
States that share the aquifer or the 
surface water. 

Mr. MOODY. Mr. Chairman, if I 
may reclaim my time, the commerce 
clause is like a string. You can pull on 
a string but you cannot push on a 
string. A State can restrict its loss of 
its own water; it cannot force anything 
onto another State that another State 
does not want. 

Through the apportionment share 
concept, any State has a right to go in 
to court and insure its equitably ap
portioned share of water from a 
common source. 

Mr. SHUSTER. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
in opposition to this amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, I find myself in the 
unusual position of being in complete 
sympathy with what the author of 
this amendment is attempting to do; 
however, in the position of believing 
that it will not accomplish its intended 
purpose. 

We had substantial testimony before 
our committee from both the Depart
ment of Justice, and from a distin
guished panel of constitutional law
yers, including Prof. Charles Corker, a 
professor of constitutional law and 
water law at the University of Wash
ington Law School, who said that 
there is no way to protect water in this 
legislation because it is an irreconcil
able conflict. 

He said specifically, if coal slurry 
pipelines are constructed and operat
ed, and later the law of the State of di
version is changed or if later it be
comes clear that under the law of that 
State the pipeline is to be shut down 
in favor of new uses of water, or in 
favor of existing uses of water within 
the States which have natural access 
to that water, it is most likely in any 
interpretation that a court will protect 
the existing uses. 
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He goes on to say that a right per

fected by use is a property right pro
tected by the Constitution. So as well 
meaning as this language is in an at
tempt to protect water. what it says is. 
once the spigot is turned on. there is 
no assurance in the future that you 
are going to be able to turn the spigot 
off. Once you tum the spigot on, and 
downstream hundreds of thousands of 
people become dependent upon that 
particular flow of water and slurry. it 
is quite probable. as the professor and 
others on the panel said. that you will 
not be able to tum the spigot off. 

Therefore. this is. wbfie certainly 
not intended. I believe the effect of 
this amendment is that it is a lulling 
amendment. It can lull us into believ
ing that water rights are going to be 
protected. when in fact they are not 
going to be protected. 

Further. I would point out before I 
yield to my friends that even if this 
were to protect water. and I do not 
really believe it does it. and several 
constitutional lawyers have testified 
that it does not do it. even if this 
amendment were to pass today on this 
floor. remember who is going to con
trol the conference. It is the advocates 
of coal slurry pipelines. and this 
amendment could quite easily be 
stripped out in the conference and we 
could find ourselves in the position of 
having coal slurry pipeline legislation 
without this water amendment. 

So it is for those reasons. while in 
complete sympathy with what the 
gentleman is attempting to do. that I 
come to the conclusion that this 
amendment should be defeated. 

Mr. VENTO. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. SHUSTER. I yield to the gentle
man from Minnesota. 

Mr. VENTO. I thank the gentleman 
for yielding. 

Mr. Chairman, I understand his op
position to this modest amendment. I 
do suggest that my efforts to remedy 
what is in this bill make it. in the 
event this bill passes. at least would 
give the States surrounding that are 
affected either on an aquifer or sur
face water basis some voice. It is a 
modest amendment. 

Mr. SHUSTER. If I may reclaim my 
time for just a moment. I would cer
tainly want to credit the gentleman 
with having said in his opening re
marks. if I wrote it down accurately. 
that this amendment does not solve all 
the water problems. So I do not want 
to mislead the body into thinking that 
the gentleman has misrepresented his 
amendment because he certainly has 
not. He very clearly has indicated that 
his amendment does not solve all the 
water problems. 

Mr. VENTO. Mr. Chairman, if the 
gentleman would yield further. I 
would. of course. urge Members to 
vote for it because I think it does deal 
with a serious problem. I think there 

are questions of value. what the prior
ities on water ought to be. Someone 
got up and talked about the fact that 
only 10 percent of the amount would 
evaporate from a reservoir. but we 
have to understand that half of the 
water in our water budget is lost 
through evapotranspiration, so that 
half of the water is a very substantial 
amount. 

Mr. SHUSTER. Mr. Chairman, if I 
may recl&im my time to respond to 
that particular point. when we heard 
from other speakers that. "Wen. much 
water is not going to be used."" the fact 
is. for every ton of coal moved. a ton 
of water will be used. and just the four 
proposed pipelines in the Midwest will 
drain 126 million tons of water out of 
the area. That is enough water for 30 
percent of the entire population of the 
State of Wyoming. So we are talking 
about massive. massive shifts of water 
in the different regions of the country. 

So for these various reasons. I be
lieve that this amendment should be 
defeated. although I am totally sym
pathetic with the intent of the gentle
man. 

Mr. CHENEY. Mr. Chairman, since 
the gentleman has mentioned my dis
trict. I would ask him to yield to me. 

Mr. SHUSTER. I would be thrilled 
to yield to my friend. the gentleman 
from Wyoming. 

Mr. CHENEY. I thank my friend 
from Pennsylvania for yielding. 

Mr. Chairman, I would point· out 
that if you take the same amount of 
coal. say 25 million tons proposed in 
the ETSI pipeline. and burn it in Wyo
ming and generate power with it in 
Wyoming. which is then moved by 
transmission line out of the State. you 
use five times as much water as would 
be consumed processing the same 
amount of coal through a slurry pipe
line. So those of us from Wyoming are 
eager to find a way to process that 
coal and minimize the water consump
tion. 

Mr. SHUSTER. I thank the gentle
man for that statistic. I must tell the 
gentleman I am disappointed. I 
thought he was going to compliment 
me for supporting his position on this 
amendment. 

Mr. CHENEY. I will compliment the 
gentleman on that also. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore <Mr. 
BARNARD). The time of the gentleman 
from Pennsylvania <Mr. SHUSTER) has 
expired. 

<On request of Mr. CRAIG and by 
unanimous consent. Mr. SHUSTER was 
allowed to proceed for 3 additional 
minutes.) 

Mr. CRAIG. Mr. Chairman. will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. SHUSTER. I yield to the gentle
man from Idaho. 

Mr. CRAIG. I thank the gentleman 
for yielding. 

Mr. Chairman. I would like to com
pliment the gentleman from Pennsyl-

vania for not only opposing the well
meaning amendment. but recognizing. 
as I think many of us do. and especial
ly some westerners. some Western 
States Representatives that have 
water but do not have coal and. there
fore. are not so rushed in trying to 
perfect language that in some unique 
way justifies. at least in their own 
minds. and maybe with their constitu
ents. that they have protected their 
water. They fail to recognize that they 
are really dealing with an irreconcflia.. 
ble issue. 

You cannot. when you establish a 
national interest. as this legislation at
tempts to do. and that that national 
interest then becomes perfected into 
law. can you in any way create some 
kind of unique language that is going 
to protect a State. a Western State in 
this case. as it relates to the water. I 
think that all sides are struggling to 
do that. and I have to question at this 
time. as I think the gentleman from 
Pennsylvania does. which version of 
the perfecting language are we trying 
to deal with. Is it version 1. 2. 3. or 4. 
or in fact are we trying to mix in a 
rather ill-focused way two very dis
tinctly different kinds of issues. The 
issue of water and the importance of 
water as it relates to all States. and 
the problem we have in dealing with it 
in the very complicated language that 
is always involved with water. 

Another issue that we are trying to 
express is a national issue of great im
portance to all of the country. and 
that is the movement of coal in a 
rather inexpensive way for the pur
pose of generating power. 

When we intermingle those two 
issues and we establish a national in
terest on what is a State prerogative. 
then I question if there is any law cur
rent on the books that cannot be ef
fectively contested, no matter how 
well we think we can perfect it at this 
moment. 

I think the gentleman has brought 
that out so very clearly. whether it is 
the well-meaning intent of the Vento 
amendment or whether my colleague 
from Wyoming. in trying to craft lan
guage that says we have for once and 
for all shoved aside Sporhase and we 
are now protecting water. I really 
question that and I think we all ought 
to very clearly search that in our 
minds. 

Once we have established a national 
interest and a national purpose, I sus
pect that a State of origin, even in a 
shared relationship. begins to lose its 
ability to control its destiny and the 
destiny of its water when you have es
tablished that kind of interest. and I 
think that is the basis of the argument 
we are dealing with here. and I con
gratulate the gentleman on that argu
ment. 
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Mr. SHOS'IER. Mr. Cha.irman, the 
gentleman Is absolutely right. Once 
you turn the spigot on. you have no 
assurance that you can turn the spigot 
off. and that Is why we should not be 
lulled into t:htnkfng that there Is lan
guage that can protect water rights in 
this legislation. 

Mr. SNYDER. Mr. Cha.irman, I 
move to strike the requisite number of 
words. 

Mr. Chairman. this interesting 
debate, I find. brings me to some rea
sonable conclusions. 

I have no doubt in my mind that the 
drafters of the legislation wanted to 
protect water rights. They wanted to 
protect water .rights in all of the bills 
and during all the hearings over all 
the years we have had this issue 
before us. I think they have made an 
honest effort to do that. 

Let us take a look at it. I cannot help 
but observe that my .friend. the gentle
man from Wyoming <Mr. CB:DEY>. 
said that this is a 1dller amendment. I 
have got to conclude that my friend, 
the gentleman from Pennsylvania <Mr
SHos:u:a>. is accurate. There is no 
killer amendment to this bill. Three
fourths of the House conferees will 
proponents of coal slurry pipelines. 
They only want one thing, and that is 
a right of eminent domain across the 
property of individuals in this country, 
and whatever else may be adopted by 
this House or may not be adopted does 
not matter a hill of beans; they will 
take care of it in conference. 

WelL what about the water lan
guage? Well, the Members know that 
we had this bill up a few years ago. It 
was defeated by 85 votes-rightly. It 
should have been. and rightlY it 
should be defeated again today. We 
had water language in that bill, and I 
quote from what my friend. the gen
tleman from Arizona, the cb&irman of 
the committee said then: 

Along with other proponents of this bill. I 
maintained throughout that any State 
should have the right to decide whether a 
drop of its water is used for moving CIO&.L 
and I believe we have written that pro~ 
tion in the bilL It can no longer be argued 
that western water is endangered by this 
piece of legislation. 

He believed that. But that was en
tirely different language than the lan
guage we have today. He thought that 
would protect them, but they must 
have found out it did not.. In their 
committee report on H.R. 1010--and 
that is not what is before us. I want to 
point out--they say this: 

The Committee &1so notes the substantial 
concern expressed by Members of Congress 
and others about the possible effects the 
broad authority delegated to States to con
trol water for coal pipelines may have on 
the water resources of other states not the 
origin of such water. The Committee be
lieves that concerns over allocation of inter
state waters. such as certain groundwater 
aquifers. are understandable and it believes 

theae concerns should receive attention 
from Congress In the future. as circum
stances require. Section 20'l<e> Js spedfJcally 
designed to address the issue of allocation of 
Interstate waters In a manner consistent 
with the approach traditionally followed by 
Congress and the States. 

Let me say, Mr. Cha.irman, that that 
Is the language that appears in their 
committee report. They say, ·~e 

don't have the answer in there." 
Then what do we have before us 

today? We have H.R. 3857 before us, a 
substitute as an original bill for the 
purpose of amendment under the rule, 
and all the testimony we had was on 
the language that is in H.R. 1010. 

Is the language in H.R. 385~ the 
same as the language in H.R. 1010, the 
bill on which we had testimony? No; it 
is m.aterial1y different. 

So I say to the Members that the 
gentleman's answer is correct. They 
cannot come up with water language 
to protect the people, and they have 
not been able to do that over the 
years. It does not make :8JlY difference 
how Members vote on this amend
ment, we will not solve the problem. 

We have a water bill coming up that 
has been reported out of committee. 
Maybe by the time we take if up they 
can come up with an answer, but I 
doubt it. 

I think the learned gentleman who 
was quoted by my friend. the gentle
man for Pennsylvani.a, is probably ac
curate. I think it is an irresolvable 
problem. 

Mr. CRAIG. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. SNYDER. I yield to the gentle
man from Idaho. 

Mr. CRAIG. Mr. Chairman, let me 
congratulate the gentleman on that 
observation. That, of course, has been 
my frustration in the whole debate as 
it took place in the committee on 
which I serve, the Committee on Inte
rior and Insular Affairs. 

We have to ask ourselv~ and every
body on this floor who is going to be 
voting on this amendment or voting on 
this legislation, which version are we 
dealing with? 

We have heard year after year the 
argument that we could not pass legis
lation dealing with coal slurry unless 
this specific water language was in the 
bill; without that, without the proper
ly dotted rs and the crossed t's it 
simply would not protect western 
water. 

Yet the language we are dealing 
with today is historica.l1y different. It 
goes off in a new direction. and we are 
being told and asked to believe that in 
every way western water or any water, 
State water or States rights to their 
water, is going to be protected. 

Mr. Chairman, I think the gentle
man is absolutely correct, and we have 
to ask, what day of the week is it. and 
what version of the law are we dealing 
with? 

Mr. SNYDER. Mr. Chairman, I 
think that is right. We had this lan
guage in 1978, and they said that pro
tects it; we had this language in H.R. 
1010, and they said that protects it; we 
have this language before us in this 
bill today, and they say that protects 
it. I do not know, but I doubt that any 
of it protects it. 

Mr. VENTO. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. SNYDER. I yield to the gentle
man from Minnesota. 

Mr. VENTO. Mr. Chairman, I just 
want to thank the gentleman for his 
statement. I think he and the gentle
man from Pennsylvania have pointed 
out some major defects with water 
problems. 

I would just point out that the 
Vento amendment, developed with 
others_ rea11y only tried to remedy it 
and tries to do it maybe in a way that 
the gentleman does not understand 
But I think the aspect the gentleman 
addresses in terms of trying to gain co
operation here if this bill should pass 
is an important aspect. ,so I urge the 
Members to consider that. 

Surely this is not a 1di1er amend
ment. This bill has problems beyond 
that, and I do not think we have re
solved all the water problems. Frank
ly, that rests with the authors. 

.Mr. Cha.iiman, :if the gentleman will 
yield further. I was looking at the 1978 
l.anguage to which the gentleman re
ferred. and with respect to which the 
ch&irm.an made .comments. and I think 
that language is interesting. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore <Mr. 
BABIUBD). 'The time of the gentleman 
from Kentucky <Mr~ 8BYDEB.) has ex
pired. 

<On request of J4r_ V:EI.ftO, and by 
1ma.nbnous consent, Mr. SlrYDEB. was 
allowed to proceed for 1 additional 
minute..) 

.Mr. VENTO. Mr. Cha.iiman, will the 
gentleman yield further? 

.Mr. SNYDER. I yield to the gentle
man from .Minnesota. 

Mr. VENTO. Mr. Cha.irman, that 
I.anguage from 1978 says: 

The applicant has any and all permits or 
authorization for use of any surface water 
or underground water required by the state 
or states having jurisdiction over the water 
to be used or have a valid legal interest in 
the underground water used •••• 

So what I am saying is that this lan
guage goes much further in terms of 
protection of water than what we 
have. I think we have a problem with 
the Sporh.ase decision! I do not think 
the amendment offered by the gentle
man from Wyoming in the committee 
solves it. and I tried in a modest way 
to provide for some cooperation. 

Mr. EDGAR. Mr. Cha.iiman, I move 
to strike the requisite number of 
words, and I rise in support of the 
amendment. 
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Mr. Chairman, before we begin more 

serious discussion of this water issue, I 
have two minor points that I think are 
important to raise. One is that I did a 
little homework just a few minutes 
ago and discovered how many Mem
bers from Texas happen to like this 
particular bill. I am strongly opposed 
to it. 

So I did some homework and found 
section 111.0192 of the State of Texas 
Code under "Limitations of Power of 
Eminent Domain," and I discovered 
the following sentence which I find to 
be kind of humorous. It says, 

No Texas water from any source shall be 
used in connection with the transportation, 
maintenance or operation of coal slurry 
pipelines <except water used for drinking, 
toilet, bath, or other personal uses at pump
ing stations-

Note that at the pumping stations 
pumping other people's water into the 
State of Texas-

Within the State of Texas • • • 
And then there is a little paragraph 

that says: 
Unless the Texas Water Commissioner 

shall determine after ·public hearings that 
the use will not be detrimental to the water 
supply of the area from which the water is 
sought to be extracted. 

That is the very thing that we are 
trying to ask for in this water amend
ment. 

Second, I point out that in careful 
search and in asking questions of both 
sides, I have asked the question. Who 
monitors how much coal and how 
much water goes into the slurry proc
ess? We are told that it is a ton of 
water for a ton of coal to make the 
slurry process work efficiently. 

Suppose they do not put any coal in. 
Are we not really here today giving na
tional eminent domain to a process of 
redistribution of not just coal but the 
possibility of redistribution of water 
without real regard from the Federal 
point of view as to where the water is 
going? 

Mr. BEREUTER. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. EDGAR. Let me g~t a little 
more serious here. and I will get to 
yielding in just a few seconds. 
It seems to me that the State of 

Texas that is going to receive some 
benefit ought to change the State law 
in order that they might have a more 
equitable process of sharing their 
water as well. The States that are con
cerned about this water amendment 
simply want the right or protection. 

We give national eminent domain, 
and we give that process to those 
States that are the State of origin, 
those that have the water, and then 
we say to any affected States in the 
downstream or upstream area. "If you 
can voluntarily get the attention of 
those States upstream who are using 
your resources, then maybe something 
can be worked out." 

Mr. Chairman, I think the Vento 
amendment is a critical amendment 
and one that ought to be passed by 
this House. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise in strong sup
port of the amendment offered by Mr. 
IIAMMERSCHMIDT and Mr. VENTO to 
protect the rights of all States affect
ed by diversion of water for use in a 
coal pipeline. The amendment deals 
with what I believe to be the most se
rious omission in a seriously flawed 
piece of legislation. 

As we have examined coal pipeline 
legislation over the years that I have 
served on the Public Works and Trans
portation Committee, the water issue 
has emerged as probably the single 
most important and controversial con
cern related to this legislation. For 
those of my colleagues who are unfa
miliar with the largely untested tech
nology of coal slurry, the process in
volves the use of a ton of water for 
every ton of coal shipped in this mas
sive operation. Moreover. many of the 
pipelines currently planned would 
originate in the dry Western States 
and deposit wastewater in Southern 
and Eastern States already plagued 
with water pollution problems. In a 
region where competition for water 
supply is already fierce, the major 
western rivers and aquifers would be 
tapped for another new use, while dis
posal of water laden with coal dust 
and chemical solvents would present 
another burden for communities at a 
pipeline's receiving end. 

The water rights language contained 
in the bill before us represents the 
first attempt by supporters of the coal 
pipeline bill to deal with the serious 
water issues raised by this legislation. 
However. the new water language con
tained in the bill is inadequate and 
misguided. Specifically. the language 
of the bill attempts to waive the inter
state commerce clause of the U.S. Con
stitution and grant sweeping powers to 
individual States which might choose 
to sell or divert water to pipeline de
velopers. Lacking from the bill is any 
form of protection for those affected 
downstream States which have been 
pleading with the courts and Congress 
for adequate safeguards should the 
coal slurry bill become law. 

This is not a hypothetical problem 
but rather the most serious issue con
fronting development of the largest 
coal pipeline currently being pur
sued-the ETSI line from Wyoming to 
Arkansas and Louisiana. The State of 
South Dakota has already agreed to 
sell 50,000 acre-feet of water annually 
for use in the ETSI pipeline at a total 
price of $1.4 billion. The water would 
come from the U.S. Army Corps of En
gineers' Oahe project on the Missouri 
River. Members of Congress from the 
downstream States in the Missouri 
River Basin-Iowa, Nebraska. and Mis
souri-appeared before the Public 
Works Committee during hearings on 

this bill arguing that the upstream 
States like South Dakota will sell this 
water in total disregard to the anxi
eties and needs of worried farmers and 
consumers in other States. 

The problem goes beyond the Mis
souri River situation. however. The 
Chairman of the Great Lakes Commis
sion wrote to the members of the 
Public Works Committee in June stat
ing that the "provisions of the coal 
slurry pipeline bill are inadequate to 
protect Great Lakes States riparian 
rights to Great Lakes water." In fact, 
the bill would threaten the water 
rights and water supply of any State 
affected by diversion of water for a 
coal pipeline where an agreement gov
erning water allocation is not in effect. 
The way to deal with the water supply 
problem is clear. Interstate compacts 
are the traditional means of governing 
allocation of water resources shared 
by several States. The bill before us 
recognizes the value of such compacts 
by explicitly protecting those com
pacts currently in effect. What the 
Hammerschmidt amendment would do 
is to simply insure that all States af
fected by a diversion of water for pipe
line use would be members of a com
pact and would agree to the terms of 
allocation of water. 

Opponents of this amendment have 
argued that interstate compacts have 
traditionally come about through vol
untary arrangements made by the 
States involved rather than through 
requirements of the Federal Govern
ment. Indeed, there would be no need 
to require such compacts now if we 
were not requiring in this very legisla
tion that States accept Federal emi
nent domain for coal pipelines. If Fed
eral eminent domain is to be accepta
ble and fair, then certain minimum 
protections of the rights of affected 
States must also be present in this bill. 
Advocates of coal slurry should not be 
allowed to trample States' rights on 
the one hand, then turn around and 
argue that a States• rights doctrine 
precludes a Federal requirement for 
interstate compacts. 

In conclusion. I would ask that sup
porters of this bill face squarely their 
responsibility to insure that States do 
not enter into destructive competition 
over our most vital resource as a result 
of development of coal pipelines. If 
this amendment fails, we will not only 
see a temptation to waste vital water 
resources, we will also see open con
flicts between our States for the po
tentially enormous prices coal slurry 
developers must pay for water. Under 
the Hammerschmidt amendment all 
States affected by a diversion of water 
for pipeline use would be members of 
a compact and would have to agree to 
fair allocations of water. The States 
themselves-not Congress or the pipe
line developer-would decide how to 
share their common resources. 
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I urge adoption of the Hammer

schmidt amendment. 
~.SHUSTER.~. Ch~an.will 

the gentleman yield? 
~. EDGAR. I yield to the gentle

man from Pennsylvania. 
~. SHUSTER. Mr. Chairman, I 

thank the gentleman for yielding. 
I would make the point that there is 

a map out in the Speaker's lobby 
which shows what the flows of water 
would be should these pipelines be 
built, and it shows how the waters will 
be diverted from many portions of our 
country into other portions of the 
country. I would commend it to my 
colleagues if they want to see what the 
water impact would be. 

D 1440 
~. EDGAR. I thank the gentleman 

for his comment. I also thank the gen
tleman for the map, because in this 
past year with the great droughts we 
have had there may be some interest 
on the part of some States for picking 
up this slurry process, to slurry water 
for the direct purpose. 

Suppose a contract is ended and 
they have no more coal to slurry? 
They may begin to think of other uses 
for that water. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise in strong sup
port of the amendment offered by the 
gentleman from Minnesota (~. 
VENTo). I think it is clearly an impor
tant amendment. As we have exam
ined coal pipeline legislation over the 
years, as long as I have served on the 
Public Works and Transportation 
Committee, the water issue has 
emerged as probably the single most 
important and most controversial con
cern related to this legislation. For 
those of my colleagues who are unfa
miliar with the largely untested tech
nology of coal slurry, I have to admit 
that it takes an awful lot of water to 
pass a large quantity of coal. In a 
region where competition for water 
supply is already fierce, the major 
western rivers and aquifers would be 
tapped for another new use, while dis
posal of water laden with coal dust 
and chemical solvents would present 
another burden for communities at 
the pipeline's receiving end. 

The water rights language contained 
in the bill before us represents, I be
lieve, the first attempt by supporters 
of the coal pipeline bill to deal with 
the serious water issues raised by this 
legislation; however, the new water 
language contained in the bill is inad
equate and misguided. Specifically, the 
language of the bill attempts to waive 
the interstate commerce clause of the 
U.S. Constitution and grants sweeping 
powers to individual States which 
might choose to sell or divert water to 
pipeline developers. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore<~. 
BARNARD). The time of the gentleman 
from Pennsylvania has expired. 

<By unanimous consent, Mr. EDGAR 
was allowed to proceed for 2 additional 
minutes.) 

Mr. EDGAR.~. Chairman, I urge 
my colleagues to listen carefully to 
this debate. It is an important debate. 
We have heard about the problems 
that the railroads believe they will be 
facing. We have heard the proponents 
of the legislation talk about competi
tion. Both sides have argued for the 
consumer. 

I want to take a very strong stand on 
behalf of the Nation's water rights. I 
think it is an important question that 
people are not focusing on. I think it is 
a question of equity. It is a question of 
a natural resource that is being divert
ed for a new purpose and I urge my 
colleagues to strongly support the 
Vento amendment. 
~.VENTO.~. Chairman, will the 

gentleman yield? 
~. EDGAR. I yield to the gentle

man from Minnesota <Mr. VENTO). 
Mr. VENTO. Mr. Chairman, I thank 

the gentleman. I want to thank him 
for his leadership in terms of this 
area. He has been invaluable in terms 
of the help that he has provided, as 
well as the gentleman from Arkansas 
(~. IIAMMERSCHMIDT) with respect to 
the shared-water amendment. 

I think it is very important that we 
recognize that under the shared-water 
amendment that whether or not we 
are going to give legal legislative 
rights to certain groups, the State of 
Oregon where the water comes from, 
and knock out the pins, knock the legs 
from under them, pull the rug out 
from other States that might be af
fected. 

I think we are delivering this prob
lem up here today in terms of this bill 
because it does the transport on an 
interstate basis of water, as the gentle
man has pointed out. Obviously, each 
State, such as Texas and other States, 
try to jealously-! think perhaps ap
propriately-guard their water 
rights-for what? For human con
sumption, for agricultural uses, for in
dustrial uses and for various processes; 
but this is a new use and we are talk
ing about taking that water out of 
areas that are very arid in the midst 
really of the worst drought that we 
have had in many years. Passing legis
lation that will set a precedent will 
indeed override and underpin perhaps 
a bad decision by the Supreme Court; 
so it is this issue that we are trying to 
deal with and I thank the gentleman 
for his statement of support for the 
Vento amendment. 

Mr. SHUSTER. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. EDGAR. I yield to the gentle
man. 
~. SHUSTER. Mr. Chairman, I 

thank the gentleman. 
I would like to clear up a point. I 

have had a private conversation with 
our distinguished colleagues here. My 

opposition to this amendment at this 
point in no way indicates-

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The 
time of the gentleman from Pennsyl
vania <Mr. EDGAR) has again expired. 

Mr. SHUSTER. Mr. Chairman, I ask 
unanimous consent that the gentle
man may have an additional 5 min
utes. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. Is 
there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from Pennsylvania? 

Mr. MARRIOTT. Mr. Chairman, I 
object. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. Ob
jection is heard. 

Mr. SHUSTER. Mr. Chairman, I ask 
unanimous consent that the gentle
man may proceed for an additional 3 
minutes. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. Is 
there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from Pennsylvania? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. SHUSTER. Mr. Chairman, will 

the gentleman yield? 
Mr. EDGAR. I yield to the gentle

man. 
Mr. SHUSTER. Mr. Chairman, I 

thank the gentleman. 
I simply want to clear up the point 

that this in no way precludes offering 
this amendment to our water bill at a 
later date. In fact, while I think it 
would not cure the water problem, if it 
were offered to the water bill at a 
later date, by it passing this would not 
carry with it the onerus problem of 
having passed coal slurry pipeline leg
islation; so I would want to assure the 
gentleman that my opposition at this 
point on this bill to this legislation in 
no way suggests that kind of opposi
tion on a water bill. 

Mr. EDGAR. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
the gentleman for his comments. I 
take back my time. 

I just would like to say to the gentle
man that I hope the gentleman is the 
only gentleman in the House who does 
not support the coal slurry pipeline 
legfslation who will take the position 
of also not supporting this amend
ment. 

I think it is a critical amendment. If 
we go to the Senate under any circum
stances, I think we need this amend
ment on. If the Senate rips out this 
amendment, with the support of the 
pro-coal-slurry-pipeline people, I think 
when it comes back to the House in a 
conference report that it will be a sig
nificant limitation if this water 
amendment is not part of that final 
conference report. 

I believe that the votes are here in 
the House to defeat the coal slurry 
pipeline if in fact the real serious flaw 
of this water issue is not corrected. 

Mr. BREAUX. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. EDGAR. I yield to the gentle
man. 



25918 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-HOUSE September 27, 1983 
:Mr. BREAUX. :Mr. Chairma.n. would 

the gentleman show the Congress or 
this House any section. any para
II'&Ph, or any sentence in this bill that 
we are now debating that in any way 
subtracts from a right that a state has 
to regulate its water today,. either an 
origjnal State or a state that the 
water happens to pass through. 

Where in this bill does it contain any 
provision that takes .away the right 
that a state has today? 

:Mr. EDGAR. It Is the absence of lan
guage in this bill that takes away the 
rights from downstate UBel'8 of that 
water to control the capricious or 
extra use of water for a new purpose 
to the extreme. 

There Is nothing in the language of 
this bill that protects the state of 
Iowa or Nebraska or Missouri from the 
uses of the water upstream. 

:Mr. BREAUX. Mr. Chairman, if the 
gentleman wm yield further. does not 
the gentleman agree that those states 
downstream today ·would have the 
same rights that they had yesterday 
and before this bill was passed? Does 
this bill in any way change a right 
that they have today? 

Mr. EDGAR. It absolutely does 
change the rights, because it uses 
water for a new purpose, and while the 
amount of water that may be used in 
the ETSI pipeline decision may be 
S1J18.1L it does not preclude the addi
tional use of water at larger quantities 
at some future time by additional 
pipelines that may, in fact. take water 
out of one watel'Bhed. move it to an
other, and the downstream states 
would have to go to the courts to get a 
remedy. 

Mr. BREAUX. Is that not the situa
tion that a downstream State has 
today? 

Mr. EDGAR. wen. I am suggesting 
that if you are going to use water for a 
new purpose, that in the very lan
guage of the legislation you ought to 
protect those downstream States. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The 
time of the gentleman from Pennsyl
vania <Mr. EooAa> has again expired. 

<At the request of Mr. VBIITO, and by 
unanimous consent. Mr. EooAJl was al
lowed to proceed for 1 additional 
minute.> 

Mr. VENTO. :ur. Chairman, wm the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. EDGAR. I yield to the gentle
man from Minnesota. 

Mr. VENTO. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
the gentleman for yielding. 

I think the bottom line on this bill is 
the clincher in the bac~ that in the 
event of any conflict between the pro
visions of this section and any other 
provisions of this act or any amend
ment made by this act or any other 
Federal law. the provisions of this sec
tion in this bill govern. 

Now, if the gentleman does not 
think that affects any other rights or 
any other law, I think he is mistaken. 

to say nothing about what the impact 
might be on case law and other thlnp 
that we aasoclate with such rights, as a 
common shared surface body of water 
aquifer. Certainly insofar as they are 
not apportioned even on the basis of 
case law or judicial determination. 
they are dramaticaJ]y impacted by the 
use of this water for this particular 
purpose. 

I thank the gentleman. 
Mr. EDGAR. Mr. Chairman. I thank 

the gentleman for his comments. 
Mr. MOODY. Mr. Chairman, will 

the gentleman yield? 
Mr. EDGAR. I yield to the gentle

man from Wlsconsin. 
Mr. MOODY. Mr. Chairma.n. the 

gentleman. I ~ would have to 
agree that the language that nothing 
in this act shall alter the rights of any 
State to its apportioned share is very 
powerful language. 

It is simply not correct to say that 
the downstream states are worse off 
after the passage of this act than they 
were before. Their rights wm be pro
tected. 

Mr. EDGAR. Mr. Chairman, let me 
Just take back my time and .say that I 
think the gentleman and I have a 
major disagreement over the .amend
ment. I urge support of the Vento 
amendment. 

Mr. HOWARD. Mr. Chairman, I 
move to strike the requisite number of 
words. 

Mr. Chairman. I rise in opposition to 
the amendment. I am opposed to this 
amendment for the many valid rea
sons that have already been stated. I 
note the gentleman from Montana has 
a very strong interest in this and. al
though I feel certain that I am not 
going to agree with either his state
ment or his conclusion. I am happy to 
yield to the gentleman from Montana. 

Mr. WII.I.IAMS of Montana. Mr. 
Chairman, I thank the gentleman for 
his courtesy and generosity. 

I join the chairman in his opposition 
to this amendment. 

I say to my friend, the gentleman 
from Minnesota, that I hesitate to 
oppose the gentleman's amendment, 
just as I say to the two committee 
chairmen. I really hesitate to oppose 
the coal slurry bill. Frankly, I am nei
ther here nor there on coal slurry. 

01450 
They can build coal Slurry lines in 

this country now and they do so. The 
question is why do they come to this 
Congress and ask for a coal slurry bilL 
The reason is simple. The state legis
latures will not grant coal slurry the 
rights over state water. No. 1. No. 2, 
the state legislatures wm not grant 
the companies the power of eminent 
domain. So these companies ask. me 
and you to do that for them. 

There are few issues more important 
to westerners, my State of Montana. 
or to Americans, than water and its 

use. This Nation has a long history of 
water dependence and that history has 
formed an intricate legal network of 
water law. This framework of water 
apportionment in interstate compacts 
has now, in my judgment. been jeop. 
antized by the Sporhase against Ne
braska decision. That decision had sev
eral troubling elements. The most no
table were the jeopardizing of state 
water export bans, the recognition of 
water as a commodity, and therefore 
under the jurisdiction of the interstate 
commerce clause, and the vesting in 
Congress the sole right for water adju
dication. 

Now. my friends, let us say that we 
ean plug this leaky coal slurry line. We 
an know that water is leaking from 
this line, and there are various amend
ments to try to patch the line here 
and there, to stop America's water 
from leaking out of coal slurry~ to pro
tect historic states rights over water. 
Let us say that we can do that. Let us 
say we can add band-aids on this coal 
slurry line to stop the water from leak
ing out. My question is why do it on 
this bill? 

Why would the Congress want to do 
that on this bill? Why would the Con
gress for the first time step in and say 
for this one purpose, not hydroelectri
city, not nuclear power. for this one 
system, coal slurry lines, the Congress 
will decide the beneficial use for water 
and we will solve the states rights 
over water for this one use, coal 
slurry. 

That adds to the curious legislative 
history of this act. 

Now, let me m..ake one more point. It 
is very important in 1llY judgment for 
the Members of this House to recog
nize that the primary purpose of this 
legislation is the facilitation of the de
velopment and construction and the 
operation of coal :slurry pipelines. And 
therefore, that sole purpose is not rec
oncilable with any secondary purpose 
such as the protection of a state's 
water rights. 

In order to facilitate coal slurry, all 
State laws of eminent domain. benefi
cial use of water and land, to name but 
a few. will be preempted so far as they 
relate to this legislation. 

This Congress has experience with 
that. In the case back in 1946, a case 
called Filst Iowa Hydroelectric Coop. 
erative against the Federal Power 
Commission, the Supreme Court held 
that, despite the specific provisions in 
the Pederal Water Power Act protect
ing State laws from being superseded 
and requiring compliance with State 
procedures. Iowa's licensing require
ments for dam construction and oper
ation were preempted. 

The purpose of this bill is to build 
coal slurry lines. If state water rights 
get in the way of that. Supreme Court 
history shows that the Supreme Court 
will come down on the side of building 
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the coal slurry lines, not following the 
language that we have used to try to 
protect State water rights. 

The history of the Supreme Court is 
clear on that my friends. 

So, I say this to my friend from Min
nesota. who joins with the other gen
tleman, including the gentleman from 
Wyoming, in trying to plug the leaks. 

The CH.AIRMAN pro tempore. The 
time of the gentleman has expired 

<On request of Mr. Wuruvs of 
Montana and by 1manimous consent, 
Mr. HOWABD was allowed to proceed 
for 1 additional minute.> 

Mr. WILLIAMS of Montana. Despite 
the attempts- of these gentlemen, and 
there are many others, and when I 
was on the Interior Committee for 4 
years I was one of them, trying to find 
a way to plug the leaks on this pipe
line so that States' water would not 
leak out, despite our attempts, my 
friends, it cannot be done on this bilL 
This Congress should not be attempt
ing to resolve the myriad of complex 
and extremely important water issues 
in this Nation on a bill to facilitate the 
operation and construction of coal 
slurry pipelines. 

Mr. HOWARD. The gentleman is in 
opposition to this sPecific amendment? 

Mr. WII·I·IAMS of Montana. The 
chairman is correct. 

Mr. HOWARD. Then I wish to 
change my statement before and say I 
do agree with him. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 
Mr. WILLIAMS of Montana. But I 

tell the chairman I am in opposition to 
the entire bill. 

The CH.AIRM:AN pro tempore. The 
time of the gentleman has expired. 

Mr. UDALL. Mr. Chairma.n. I ask 
unanimous consent that all debate on 
the pending amendment and all 
amendments thereto close at 3:15. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. Is 
there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from Arizona? 

Mr. BEREUTER. Mr. Chairma.n. re
serving the right to object. 

Mr. Chairma.n. for some States the 
most important natural resource is 
coaL For others it is petroleum. For 
some States like Florida it may be 
weather or sunshine. For my State it 
is water, it is of incredible value to my 
State. I find it incredible, therefore, 
that I may not have an opportunity to 
speak at reasonable length on this bill. 

At this point I would point out to 
the chairman, the gentleman from Ar
izona <Mr. UDALL) who I greatly re
spect, that only the members of the 
two authorizing committees have thus 
far had an opportunity to speak on 
their own time on this crucial amend
ment. And, therefore, I reserve the 
right to object. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. Does 
the gentleman object? 

Mr. BEREUTER. I object, Mr. 
Chairman. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. Ob
Jection is heard. 

Mr. UDALL. Mr. Chairma.n. I ask 
unanimous consent that all debate on 
the pending amendment and all 
amendments thereto close at 3:40. 

Mr. BEREUTER. Mr. Chairma.n. re
serving the right to object, I would 
like to ask the chairmen of the two 
relevant authorizing committees how 
many other members of their commit
tees intend to request time on their 
own so that I might have some oppor
tunity to estimate whether or not I 
will receive at least 5 to 6 minutes. 

Mr. UDALL. Mr. Chairma.n. will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. BEREUTER. I yield to the gen
tleman from Arizona. 

Mr. UDALL. I had consulted briefly 
with the leadership on the other side 
and I thought it was generally agreed 
Looking around I suspect there will be 
2 or 3 minutes available for each of 
the members, some of whom have 
been here for a long time trying to get 
heard. 

Mr. HOWARD. Mr. Chairma.n. will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. BEREUTER. I yield to the gen
tleman from New Jersey. 

Mr. HOWARD. As far as my com
mittee is concerned I see only two 
members of our committee standing. 

Mr. LUJAN. Mr. Chairma.n. will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. BEREUTER. Mr. Chairma.n. re
serving the right to object, I yield to 
the gentleman from New Mexico <Mr. 
Lu.TAB) under that reservation. 

Mr. LUJAN. Mr. Chairma.n. if the 
gentleman from Nebraska would not 
object, I will ask for some time for 
myself and I will yield the time to 
him, so he will have sufficient time. 

Mr. BEREUTER. Mr. Chairma.n. re
serving the right to object, I would 
remind the Members of this body that 
there are a variety of legitimate ways 
that a Member whose interests are 
being tramped upon can cause great 
trouble in this body on this legislation. 
And I am not about to place in jeop
ardy my time here for a token 2 or 3 
minutes of time to speak on a matter 
that is of crucial importance to my dis
trict and State. 

Therefore, I object. 
The CH.AIRM.AN pro tempore. Ob

jection is heard. 
Mr. MARRIO'IT. Mr. Chairman, I 

move to strike the requisite number of 
words, and I rise in opposition to the 
amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The 
gentleman is recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. MARRIO'IT. Mr. Chairman, it 
seems to me we are getting away from 
the purpose of this amendment. 

I would like to get back to the Vento 
amendment and just simply say after 
having spent 6 years looking at various 
water laws and State laws perta.ining 
to water that all of us know in this 
body whether we want to admit it or 

not that this Vento amendment is a 
wart on national water law and State 
water rights and I believe everybody in 
this body knows it. 

We will always be disPuting who 
owns water, how much they own. And 
that is an issue for the Supreme 
Court. That is not an issue for us to 
take up at this point. 

Now, I want to make .the statement 
that if the downstream States were 
really concerned about their water, 
they would change the language in the 
Vento amendment. This amendment 
reads: 

No state shall sell or otherwise transfer or 
permit the sale or transfer of water for coal 
pipelines. 

Then it is silent--unless we have an 
interstate compact. Why does it not 
then include for coal slurry pipelines, 
for agricultural purposes, for cooling 
powerplants, et cetera, et cetera. 

The point has already been made 
today by Mr. CHENEY that it takes five 
times more water to cool a powerplant 
than it does to slurry coal down a pipe
line. Now, it seems to me we are trying 
to convince this body that somehow 
this bill is hurting downstream States. 
I make the point if you really want to 
be consistent, you ought to make your 
amendment fair and you ought not to 
be singling out only coal slurry pipe
lines. Because what that smells of is 
simply this: This bill that Mr. UDALL is 
putting forth is an antidiscrimination 
bill. It treats coal slurry pipelines just 
the same way as we treat everybody 
else. 

01500 
And to be against the bill, to me, 

simply says that you are trying to dis
criminate in favor of your own special 
interests. 

Mr. VENTO. Will the gentleman 
yield? 

Mr. MARRIO'IT. I will be happy to 
yield. 

Mr. VENTO. I appreciate the gentle
man's concern that we ought to take 
the same considerations in all other 
uses of water. Of course, the problem 
is this bill extends these special bene
fits in the State water law, the exten
sion of the commerce clause, only to 
coal slurry and that is what this bill 
deals with. That is the germaneness 
issue I guess you are arguing and obvi
ously we are trying to work within the 
narrow scope of what this bill is doing 
with regard to State water rights. 

We are not trying to go outside of it 
with regard to the comprehensive 
issue. 

Mr. MARRIO'IT. If I can get back 
my time, you are limiting the rights of 
the State to deal with their own water 
and you are only limiting that to the 
extent it applies to coal slurry pipe
lines. 

I think it is unfair. I think it is dis
criminatory, and I think we ought to 
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get back down to the bottom line. Do 
you want coal slurry pipelines to com
pete or do you not? That is the issue. 

You want eminent domain for rail
roads, for barges, for everything else, 
for power lines, but not coal slurry 
pipelines. 

That argument does not pass the 
smell test. 

Mr. CHENEY. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. MARRIOTT. I yield to my 
friend from Wyoming. 

Mr. CHENEY. I thank the gentle
man for yielding and I would like, if I 
might take advantage of this opportu
nity, to remind my colleagues of some
thing the gentleman from Wisconsin 
<Mr. MooDY), said earlier, which is 
when in doubt read the act. 

It was suggested by the gentleman 
from Pennsylvania that the purpose of 
this bill is to grant eminent domain to 
coal pipelines. That is true. But he will 
also find on page 4 that it states, after 
having made that clear: 

Except that Congress declares that the de
velopment of coal pipelines may occur only 
if now or hereafter permitted by State 
water law and interstate allocations, and 
hereby delegates to and ratifies the exercise 
of such authority by the States as further 
set forth herein. 

It has been said here today by the 
gentleman from Pennsylvania <Mr. 
SHUSTER), and others that the bill does 
not grant sufficient authority to the 
States to safeguard their water rights. 
That is not accurate, based on the best 
testimony we have been able to obtain. 

I hope to have the opportunity later 
on this afternoon during the course of 
the debate to clarify one more time, 
because it apparently needs clarifica
tion for many of my colleagues, that 
the bill does in fact do exactly that. 

I yield back to the gentleman from 
Utah. 

Mr. MARRIOTT. I just want to 
simply say I have in Utah a humble 
piece of land. Going across my land is 
a railroad line: very ugly. Up above the 
railroad is an electrical power system: 
very ugly. 

Now, you tell me what a 6-foot un
derground pipeline is going to cause as 
a problem and what danger it will be. 

I think we are putting up smoke 
screens. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The 
time of the gentleman from Utah <Mr. 
MARRion> has expired. 

<On request of Mr. BEREUTER and by 
unanimous consent Mr. MARRion was 
allowed to proceed for 1 additional 
minute.> 

Mr. BEREUTER. Will the gentle
man yield? 

Mr. MARRIOTT. I am happy to 
yield. 

Mr. BEREUTER. I thank the gentle
man for yielding. As I understand his 
comment, and perhaps I misheard, is 
the gentleman suggesting the amend
ment met the test of germaneness? 

Would it be your view that if the gen
tleman from Minnesota's amendment 
was constructed in the fashion you are 
suggesting that it would be germane, 
because I have doubts about the ger
maneness of an amendment construct
ed in that fashion. 

Mr. MARRIOTT. No. I am simply 
saying that it is inconsistent. Because 
of its inconsistency it brings to the 
foreground its real intent. 

Mr. BEDELL. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. MARRIOTT. I would be happy 
to yield. 

Mr. BEDELL. I would just like to 
point out the gentleman said that all 
of the Members of the Congress agree 
with him as to his, if I understand it, 
interpretation of this amendment. I 
want the gentleman to understand 
quite clearly that this gentleman does 
not agree with his interpretation and I 
assume there are quite a number of 
others that do not agree. 

Mr. MARRIOTT. I yield back the 
balance of my time. 

Mr. McNULTY. Mr. Chairman, I 
move to strike the requisite number of 
words. 

The ancient debating theorum that 
passion and reason are inversely pro
portionate is holding true here this 
afternoon. To understand that com
ment better, you should know that the 
State of Nebraska, in relatively recent 
years, passed a · law that prohibited 
flatly the exportation of any water 
from that State, without the borders 
of that State for any reason whatso
ever. 

That statute was taken to the U.S. 
Supreme Court which held in these 
words: "It was an impermissible 
burden on interstate commerce." 

That decision of the U.S. Supreme 
Court was correct in every respect. 
And it is ironic here today that having 
brought about a piece of legislation 
which seeks to deal with the problems 
inherent in that decision that the 
wrath of people, particularly I might 
say from Nebraska, is directed against 
the provision which goes precisely to 
the issue of correcting Nebraska's ca
priciousness in passing that statute in 
the first place. 

Mr. BEREUTER. Will the gentle
man yield? 

Mr. McNULTY. With pleasure. 
Mr. BEREUTER. I would ask the 

gentleman if he has read the Supreme 
Court case, the Sporhase case? 

Mr. McNULTY. I have indeed. 
Mr. BEREUTER. Would the gentle

man yield further? 
Mr. McNULTY. I would be happy to. 
Mr. BEREUTER. I would like to say 

to the gentleman that I have read it as 
well. I happen to know the Sporhase 
family and their effort to move water 
across Dundy County line to their own 
property in Colorado. 

The Supreme Court says rather di
rectly to Nebraska: 

Here are the legislative remedies available 
to you. Here are all the type of statutory 
changes that may meet the test for you to 
forbid exportation of your water. But your 
state legislative body has not yet provided 
those provisions. 

Mr. McNULTY. Right. 
Mr. BEREUTER. But it does not 

suggest, I hope the gentleman would 
agree, that that is an insoluble situa
tion. It does not suggest, as earlier sug
gested by a Member of this body, that 
in Sporhase what the Supreme Court 
has said is the last word on a State's 
ability to control the exportation of its 
water resources. In fact, it gives very 
specific directions to the State legisla
tive body. 

I would ask the gentleman if he 
would agree with that interpretation. 

Mr. McNULTY. No, I do not agree 
with that interpretation. In fact, what 
the Supreme Court did say was that in 
the absence of some delegation of 
power or authority to do that, and 
absent some valid reason to do it 
rather than a capricious total restraint 
against the exportation of water, the 
Nebraska statute was invalid and 
rightly so. 

Now, having been given by the lan
guage of the Supreme Court language 
that tells us or tells you, perhaps, in 
Nebraska how you may more accurate
ly deal with that situation, and now 
having before you a bill which incor
porates the suggestion gratuitously 
made by the Supreme Court, it does 
not make sense to me that Nebraska is 
arguing against having put in place 
precisely the authority it should have 
had in the first place before it adopted 
that statute. 

Mr. BEREUTER . . Will the gentle
man yield further? 

Mr. McNULTY. I do. 
Mr. BEREUTER. I thank the gentle

man for yielding. The Supreme Court 
of the United States did not suggest 
anything having to do with the com
merce clause because that is, of course, 
outside the capacity of the unicameral 
legislature of the State of Nebraska to 
address. That is a decision that can 
only be made here. 

Mr. McNULTY. Is it not true the Su
preme Court said it was "an impermis
sible burden on interstate commerce," 
almost in those words? Does that not 
tell you something? 

Mr. BEREUTER. That is not the 
full extent, if the gentleman would 
yield, of what it says. In fact, it said 
you have not prescribed in statutory 
language the sufficient language to in
dicate why water should not be ex
ported, so go back and do it. 

Mr. McNULTY. Right. 
Mr. BEREUTER. But that really 

has nothing to do with the situation 
here today with respect to the com
merce clause. It is not relevant to 
whether or not the Congress is going 
to delegate responsibilities to the 
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States in order to protect the water 
for States of origin. 

Mr. McNULTY. But reclaiming my 
time, this bill makes it clear that a 
State may make the decision, has the 
power under interstate commerce au
thority to allow water under some cir
cumstances to leave the State, and in 
presenting a valid reason, therefore, 
while it does that, it simultaneously 
gives every State from which this 
water might be exported the authority 
to refuse to export so much as a gallon 
of it. 

So this amendment is, and has right
ly been described as a killer amend
ment in the spirit of those who want 
to stop the world and get off. And we 
ought not to yield to these Luddite 
sympathies. You remember the folks 
170 years ago who on seeing a new 
weaving machine come into being 
which would allow people to weave 
better cloth, and faster, decided the 
reaction to that should be to destroy 
the machine. And it is in that spirit 
that unintentionally perhaps most of 
these amendments have been offered. 

0 1510 
Mr. SHAW. Mr. Chairman, I move to 

strike the requisite number of words. 
Mr. Chairman, I think this amend

ment has to be viewed as the 100 some 
amendments that Congress is going to 
look at with regard to this, and that is 
the question of whether or not we are 
going to put into place the technology 
that can deliver energy at a very effi
cient cost to the American people. 

The cost of energy has absolutely 
devastated the American public. In my 
own State of Florida we have to bring 
the coal a long way down the penin
sula, particularly when you get into 
south Florida. 

Electric costs are extremely high. 
This is really a consumer bill. I think 
the question is whether or not we are 
going to allow the technology to ad
vance to the degree that it can. 

If we are serious about it, and I 
think the gentleman from Utah prop
erly pointed it out, if we are serious 
about protecting the rights of the con
sumer, and this is a railroad versus 
consumer bill, there is no question 
about it, we are going to vote down 
this amendment and we are going to 
vote down further amendments be
cause the question is simply this: Are 
we going to put in place this type of 
technology for the American con
sumer? 

I yield back the balance of my time. 
Mr. DASCHLE. Mr. Chairman, I 

move to strike the requisite number of 
words and I rise in opposition to the 
amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise reluctantly be
cause I think the intent of this amend
ment is a good one. I do not think 
there is any question that there has to 
be some kind of understanding of how 
we are going to resolve this issue each 

and every time that the utilization of 
water within any State is debated. 

There are going to be more debates 
in the future just as there have been 
in the past. I think each and every 
time one of these issues arises we are 
going to have to rely upon the States 
to work them out. 

The problem I have with the amend
ment is that it goes to the very heart 
of how we are going to resolve the 
issues. The Vento amendment would 
put a State like South Dakota at the 
mercy of any State at any time before 
making a determination on how to use 
its water. 

On page 5 of the bill I think there is 
a very important feature without 
which I would have to vote against the 
entire bill. It says: 

Nothing in this Act or any amendment 
made by this Act shall alter the rights of 
any State to its apportioned share of the 
waters of any body of surface or ground 
water. 

This amendment deletes the impact 
of that provision. I do not think there 
is any question but that we jeopardize 
the apportioned share of each State, 
were it not for this particular provi
sion in the bill. To delete it, as the 
Vento amendment would do, would 
detrimentally affect not only South 
Dakota, but every State with immense 
interest in its water allocation. 

It is also too narrowly defined. 
There ought to be a broader scope if 
we are going to take into account all of 
the matters confronting the States in 
the way we contend with water. That 
scope cannot be limited to pipelines 
alone in seeking a broad consensus 
among States affected. 

If it is veto powers, we support, then 
we are 30 years too late. South Dakota 
would have loved veto power when the 
whole issue of flood control was taken 
into account back then. 

As a matter of fact, as a result of 
those flood control provisions of the 
Pick-Sloan plan South Dakota has had 
to accept six main stem dams. And 
that, according to the Corps of Engi
neers, has resulted in a $1.65 billion 
savings in avoided flood damage for all 
of the downstream States since the 
dams were built. 

We also should have had veto when 
this country developed hydroelectric 
power. Hydroelectric power generated 
from these dams just in this fiscal 
year 1980 provided Nebraska with 23.5 
percent of all of its power, Minnesota 
with 29.4 percent of its power, Mon
tana and North Dakota with 15.3 per
cent of its power. 

The point here is that in each and 
every one of these cases there has 
been a regional interest. South Dakota 
should have attempted to veto the fa
vorable impact that each and every 
one of these benefits have had. But we 
did not. We could not. And all of our 
neighbors has benefited as a result. 

Now, that South Dakota is to be 
compensated, a veto ought not be 
given any State in the allocation of 
our water. 

We have to consult, we have to nego
tiate. There is little that we gain 
through interstate contamination. 

Mr. VENTO. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. DASCHLE. I yield to the gentle
man from Minnesota. 

Mr. VENTO. I thank the gentleman 
for yielding. 

Mr. Chairman, I appreciate the gen
tleman's concerns and I sincerely un
derstand what he is saying. 

Of course, his State has a unique 
problem insofar as the administration 
in that State which has sought the 
right to sell vast quantities of water in 
a commitment for that purpose. And it 
really I think has brought on a great 
deal of concern that all of us have. 

I point out to the gentleman in 
terms of the apportioned share issue, 
there is not a judicial determination of 
that. In many cases we know that 
some of the informal agreements such 
as the Colorado River has appropri
ated over 100 percent of the water. 

In those cases you are going to run 
into conflict. 

I would just tell the gentleman to 
look also not at page 5 but clause 3 
and 4 of that same section and finally 
look at the top of page 6 stating that 
this overrides any and all other con
cerns. 

I think the gentleman will find that 
the substance of this is to provide the 
State of origin with a very unique 
right for coal slurry only. 

Mr. DASCHLE. Mr. Chairman, can 
the gentleman give me one example of 
a situation in any selected body where
by we require unanimity before a deci
sion can be made? 

I do not care whether it is the city 
council, a county commission, or the 
U.S. Congress, there is no body where 
we require unanimity. 

Yet that is really the thrust of this 
amendment. It requires unanimity 
before any State can allocate any of 
its water, as we appropriated under 
the apportioned share provision of 
page 5 of the bill. 

Mr. VENTO. If the gentleman will 
yield further, I would anticipate in 
many cases there may be compacts 
that could agree, that the amendment 
would in fact not require a reinvention 
of the wheel in this particular in
stance. 

That is an amendment that we 
placed in the bill. 

In addition to that, I do not know of 
any other commodity that has the im
portance or uniqueness in terms of 
water. 

Mr. DASCHLE. If I may reclaim my 
time, that really does not answer the 
question. 
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The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The 

time of the gentleman <Mr. DASCHLJ:) 
has expired. 

(By unanimous consent, Mr. 
DASCHLJ: was allowed to proceed for 1 
additional minute.> 

Mr. DASCHLE. The fact of the 
matter is, as I said at the beginning, as 
well intentioned as this amendment is 
it goes beyond what we expect of any 
other governing body in that it re
quires unanimity, unanimous consent 
on the part of all States affected 
before any State can use its appor
tioned share. That may not be the 
intent of this amendment, but that is 
what it does. I think it is a poorly con
structed amendment and goes way 
beyond the thrust of what we ought to 
be doing in this bill. 

Mr. BEREOIER. Mr. Chairman, I 
move to strike the requisite number of 
words, and I rise in support of the 
amendment. 

Mr. UDALL. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield for a unanimous-con
sent request? 

Mr. BER"""EITO.,.,l""ERI:n"11. I yield to the gen
tleman from Arizona. 

Mr. UDALL. I thank the gentleman 
for yielding. 

Mr. Chairman. I ask unanimous con
sent that following the 5 minutes al
ready allocated to the gentleman from 
Nebraska <Mr. BEREUTER), all debate 
on the pending amendment and all 
amendments thereto close at 3:40 p.m. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. Is 
there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from Arizona? 

Hearing none, all debate on this 
amendment and all amendments 
thereto will end at 3:40 p.m. 

Mr. BEDELL. Mr. Cha.irman. reserv
ing the right to object, I could not get 
to the microphone. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. Was 
the gentleman on his feet at the time? 

Mr. BEDELL. Yes, I was, Mr. Chair
man. I was trying to get to the micro
phone. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The 
gentleman reserves the right to 
object? 

Mr. BEDELL. Yes, I do. 
Mr. Chairman, I have been standing 

here ever since this debate began, just 
as th.e gentleman from Nebraska has. 
There has only been one speaker who 
is not a member of either one of the 
two committees. I would appreciate it 
if we can be given some assurance of a 
time that we would be permitted to 
have. This was originally my bill, 
which I introduced, and I would have 
great difficulty if they are going to 
shut it off so that we do not have an 
opportunity to speak. 

Mr. UDALL. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. BEDELL. I yield to the chair
man of the committee. 

Mr. UDALL. I recognize the dilemma 
the gentleman has, Mr. Chairman. I 
want to have a fair debate. But the 

House rules are conducted with prece
dents so that we can work these things 
out. 

The gentleman sees the number of 
Members standing. It is quite likely 
the gentleman from Iowa <Mr. BEDELL) 
will have in a very short time 3, 4, or 5 
minutes. 

Mr. SNYDER. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. BEDELL. Continuing with my 
reservation, Mr. Chairman I yield to 
the gentleman from Kentucky. 

Mr. SNYDER. Mr. Chairman, by 
way of a parliamentary inquiry, would 
it be possible for the gentleman from 
Arizona to amend that request to in
clude 5 minutes for the gentleman 
from Iowa <Mr. BEDELL) who is raising 
the issue? 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. It 
would be in order for the gentleman 
from Arizona <Mr. UDALL) to do so if 
he wishes. 

Mr. UDALL. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield for a question? 

Mr. BEDELL. I yield to the chair
man of the committee. 

Mr. UDALL. Will the gentleman re
state his inquiry? 

Mr. SNYDER. Mr. Chairman, I 
would request that the gentleman 
from Arizona amend his request so as 
to reserve 5 minutes of the additional 
time for Mr. BEDELL. 

Mr. UDALL. The gentleman from 
Minnesota or the gentleman from 
Iowa? 

Mr. SNYDER. The gentleman from 
Iowa (Mr. BEDELL). 

Mr. UDALL. Mr. Chairman, I make 
that request. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. Is 
there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from Arizona? Hearing 
none, all debate on this bill will be 
ended and all amendments thereto will 
be over at 3:40 with the understanding 
that the gentleman from Iowa <Mr. 
BEDELL) will have 5 minutes of that 
time. 

Mr. BEDELL. Mr. Chairman, I with
draw my reservation of objection. 

Mr. EDGAR. Reserving the right to 
object, Mr. Chairman, would the 
Chairman clarify what he means? 
Does he mean the amendment? 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The 
amendment. 

Mr. EDGAR. Not the whole bill? 
The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. All 

time will expire at 3:40 on this amend
ment and all amendments thereto. 

Mr. UDALL. The pending amend
ment and all amendments thereto. 

Mr. EDGAR. Mr. Chairman, I with
draw my reservation of objection. 

Mr. OBERSTAR. Mr. Chairman, re
serving the right to object, could we 
make it 3:45? 

We have spent 5 minutes debating 
the unanimous consent request. 

Mr. UDALL. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. OBERSTAR. I yield to the com
mittee chairman. 

Mr. UDALL. Mr. Chairman, I ask 
unanimous consent to revise the re
quest to make it 3:45. 

Mr. OBERSTAR. Mr. Chairman, I 
withdraw my reservation of objection. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. Is 
there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from Arizona <Mr. UDALL)? 
The request is that all debate on this 
amendment and all amendments 
thereto end at 3:45 with the under
standing that the gentleman from 
Iowa <Mr. BEDELL) has 5 minutes of 
that time. 

There was no objection. 
The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The 

gentleman from Nebraska <Mr. BEREU
TER) has 5 minutes, and the Chair rec
ognizes the gentleman. 
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Mr. BEREUTER. Mr. Chairman, I 

would first like to associate myself with 
the remarks of the gentleman from 
Arkansas (Mr. HAMMERSCHMIDT). And I 
would say that I have no apology to the 
body, but I would hope they would un
derstand that on an issue as important 
as this, the most important issue to my 
constituents in the 5 years that I have 
served here, certainly caused some irri
tation to occur in this Member's voice 
a few minutes ago when it appeared I 
might be denied adequate time by the 
imposition of a time limit on debate 
for the Vento amendment. 

It is not always illuminating to hear 
the debate in this body, but it is inter
esting and it is imaginative to hear it. 

One of the most imaginative argu
ments that I have heard occurred a 
few minutes ago, is that we ought not 
have the Federal Government tell us 
what to do with water. We ought to 
keep the Federal Government out of 
these State water matters. 

And, of course, it is more likely that 
this Federal legislation will cause 
States, for their individual advantages, 
to sell interstate water for use outside 
the State, even outside an interstate 
river basin. 

So I say let the States decide on how 
to use shared water through compacts, 
if such shared water is to be used out
side these States. And therefore to 
make such a decision without domi
nance by the. Federal Government. 

Now the gentleman from Pennsylva
nia (Mr. SHUSTER), whose excellent ar
guments were then further refined 
further by the gentleman from Idaho 
<Mr. CRAIG), made some interesting 
points. This Vento amendment is a 
valid attempt to solve a problem and, I 
conclude that this bill is better with 
the Vento amendment than without. 

But, indeed, I think it is impossible 
as the gentleman from Pennsylvania 
counsels, to "turn off that spigot" 
once it is turned on. I am undergoing a 
conversion here on the floor because 
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that is the argument that I main
tained the first 4 years when I was a 
member of the Interior Committee 
and later abandoned. 

I know that we have an imaginative 
effort by the Wyoming delegation in 
both bodies and by others to find a 
way to protect the rights of States of 
origin. But, in fact, I would remind the 
gentleman representing the Mountain 
states and the Northern Great Plains 
that by apportionment of this House 
there is only one Member from South 
Dakota, one Member from North 
Dakota, one Member from Wyoming, 
and two from Montana, the likely 
sources of water for coal slurry pipe
lines in the immediate future. And 
while you may well have protected 
States of origin, not protecting those 
who are not states of origin, it is a 
simple matter, I am afraid, for the 
protections under the delegation of 
the Commerce clause authority given 
these States of origin to be denied in 
the future protections. This Vento 
amendment and others proposed by 
this Member are not killer amend
ments because the bill itself is fatally 
flawed. 

Mention has already been made 
about the Sporhaus case from my 
home state. 

And I would like to read from a July 
2'1, 1982, CRS memo, entitled "Spor
haus v. Nebraska,, as follows: 

However, the court found that the reci
procity provision operates as an explicit bar
rier to interstate commerce and that the 
States, therefore, bear the initial burden of 
demonstrating a close fit between the reci
procity requirement and the asserted local 
purpose. 

This, the court held, Nebraska has 
failed to do in this instance. However, 
the court also indicated that "Reci
procity provisions, depending on their 
wording and the Justifications offered 
in their defense, might survive consti
tutional scrutiny." 

The gentleman from Arizona a few 
minutes ago tried to suggest that the 
Sporhaus case is really crucial and 
that there is some failure in N ebras
ka's Legislature to solve the problem 
and it, therefore, is ironic that this 
Member would be up speaking against 
this coal slurry pipeline legislation. 

But in this general look at the Spor
haus case, you really have to recog
nize, in all fairness, I think, that this 
case is not relevant to protecting the 
interstate water resources of States 
that are not States of origin. 

Now, much has been made of subsec
tion 3 and subsection 4 under section 3 
of this legislation. And the argument 
has been advanced that the States 
whose water might be affected by the 
sale of interstate water, be it surface 
or ground waters, have their recourse 
in the courts. 

Now, I would ask, first of all, is it 
reasonable in every instance of a pro
posed interstate sale to make the af-

fected States pursue their interests in 
the courts? 

And second, what would the courts 
say if in fact they squarely addressed 
the issue? They would say in all proba
bility, "Your interstate water re
sources either are or are not being 
damaged by this proposed interstate 
sale." 

But I think it is unreasonable to 
expect that the courts would ever go 
so far as to actually apportion such 
interstate waters. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The 
time of the gentleman from Nebraska 
<Mr. BEREUTER> has expired. 

The Chair would like to advise the 
Members of the allocation of the bal
ance of the time. 

The gentleman from Iowa <Mr. 
BEDELL) will be recognized for 5 min
utes. The gentleman from Arizona 
(Mr. UDALL) will be recognized for 1 
minute as will the following Members: 
Messrs. SHUSTER, HOWARD, 0BERSTAR, 
VENTO, LUJAN, CHENEY, CLINGER, 
SNYDER, and Mrs. VUCANOVICH. 

<By unanimous consent, Mr. SHU
STER yielded his time to Mr. BEREU
TER.) 

Mr. BEREUIER. I am grateful to 
the gentleman from Pennsylvania <Mr. 
SHUSTER) for yielding his time. 

Mr. Chairman, the courts are unlike
ly to make that apportionment but tell 
the States to address that apportion
ment question by interstate compact. 
But that means that States that are 
willing to sell what is arguably inter
state water have an incentive not to 
enter into an interstate compact. They 
will block such an effort. So there is 
not workable recourse for affected 
States in the courts. 

And so we have a catch-22 situation. 
There really is no recourse to the 
states under the judicial system. 

Finally, I would make this point. I 
know that some of my colleagues will 
ask why the major proponents of this 
bill, be as they are in some parts from 
the arid States of the West, would sup
port this bill unless all the water 
issues were resolved. I just point out 
that many of these States have coal as 
well as water and that a great deal 
more revenue can be generated from 
the sale of coal in the short term than 
in any use of water into question. 

I urge my colleagues to consider the 
impact of this use of water upon those 
States which are downstream of the 
mountain or Upper Great Plains 
States, upon those States which have 
no coal and which depend upon ade
quate flows from rivers which origi
nate in those other States. 

I would like to take this opportunity 
to review this serious issue for my col
leagues. 

As we began debate 2 weeks ago, the 
proponents of the bill spoke at great 
length of the protection which has 
been provided for the individual 
States. There may yet be some confu-

sion as to the effects which passage of 
this measure would have upon those 
States downstream of the State which 
chooses to sell the large amounts of 
water which these coal slurry pipeline 
systems will require. Proponents will 
say that the water provisions in the 
bill do not in any way affect the exist
ing water rights of the States relative 
to one another. They say that these 
are hold harmless provisions, that 
States are in the exact same position 
relative to one another as they were 
without the bill. Only in the strictest 
and most limited sense is that true. 
What the proponents of the bill do not 
say, however, is that passage of this 
bill will result in encouraging States to 
sell water which they share with other 
States for use in coal slurry pipelines, 
without consulting those other States 
which may be adversely affected. Pas
sage of this bill will, in effect, place a 
Federal imprimatur upon interstate 
and interbasin transfers for coal slurry 
pipeline purposes, regardless of the 
effect which that usage will have upon 
other States which share that water 
source. 

It is essential to point out that this 
bill, supposedly in an effort to protect 
the water rights of the States, dele
gates back to the State of origin the 
Commerce clause powers to govern the 
export of water. The practical effect 
of this action, however, will be to give 
a State which wishes to sell, for use 
outside that State, water which it 
shares with other States, the awesome 
advantage of Commerce clause power 
over other States which may be ad
versely affected. Does this Congress 
really want to bestow upon any one 
State such an unfair advantage over 
others with which it shares these re
sources? That is unfair and bad public 
policy. 

The amendment offered will require 
the existence of a compact among af
fected States before interstate water 
can be transferred outside any State 
for use in these pipelines. Proponents 
of the coal slurry pipeline say that 
this approach does violence to the tra
ditional water laws of this country, 
that the requirement for agreement 
among States which share scarce 
water resources is an unprecedented 
Federal action and without justifica
tion. Do they seriously believe that 
these issues are best resolved in suits 
among the States in Federal court, 
rather than by requiring agreement 
among the affected States? An impar
tial observer would surely say that this 
bill, as it stands, does a great deal 
more damage, in the long run, to the 
water rights of the individual States, 
and to interstate relations in general, 
than any amendment addressing the 
shared water question. 

Proponents of the bill will also argue 
that adoption of a shared water 
amendment will give any State which 
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shares that resource an absolute veto 
power over another State's decision to 
transfer water for that purpose. I 
would state clearly that it is not the 
intention of this Member, nor the gen
tleman from Minnesota, to subject 
each sale to the approval of the other 
compact States. Rather, it is intended 
that the compact process would make 
allocations of interstate water to each 
State, and that each State would then 
be entitled to dispose of all or part of 
that allocation in any manner which it 
desired, in accordance with the laws of 
that State and the wishes of its citi
zens. I repeat, each and every transac
tion would not be subjected to the ap
proval of the compact States. Trans
fers would be made from each individ
ual State's allocation, freely arrived at 
by agreement among the States which 
share that resource. 

Proponents of the bill will talk in 
terms of a State's right to dispose of 
the water which it controls. That 
statement does not answer the ques
tion of the rights of other States to 
that water. A more basic question 
must be addressed. Should we give 
each State an unqualified right to dis
pose of unlimited quantities of water 
to which it has access, regardless of 
the legitimate rights and needs of 
other States with which it shares that 
resource? It seems clear to me that 
sound public policy would require an 
agreement among all those States. 

Finally, proponents of this legisla
tion would have Members believe that 
adoption of a shared water amend
ment would give other States a veto 
power over intrastate water uses for 
whatever purpose. A recently circulat
ed Dear Colleague questions whether 
you would help to establish a major 
precedent which will in time allow 
States which neighbor your State • • • 
to exercise a veto over your State's use 
of water for industrial, municipal, ag
ricultural, or recreational purposes? 
That is clearly not the issue embodied 
in the present debate. I would stress 
that the amendment which is now of
fered only governs interstate tranfers, 
for coal pipeline purposes. The deci
sions of individual States as to the 
best use of water, for whatever pur
pose, within that State, will remain 
unfettered. 

Let us preserve the water rights of 
the States, as they stand, but let us 
not give any one State the right to ex
ercise the awesome Commerce clause 
power delegated to it by the Congress 
in this bill, to the serious long-term 
disadvantage of other States with 
which it shares water. Make no mis
take about it, that will be the effect of 
this bill, unless we adopt an amend
ment like the one offered by the gen
tleman from Minnesota <Mr. VENTo). 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The 
Chair recognizes the gentleman from 
Iowa (Mr. BEDELL). 

Mr. BEDELL. Mr. Chairman, this 
amendment originated as a bill which 
I introduced some long time ago be
cause of concern I had over the sale of 
water by South Dakota to an ETSI 
pipeline. 

Mr. VENTO. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. BEDELL. I yield to the gentle
man from Minnesota. 

Mr. VENTO. I thank the gentleman 
for yielding. 

Mr. Chairman, I want to give credit 
to the gentleman. Certainly his help 
and support and his initial sponsor
ship, as well as the amendment of the 
gentleman from Nebraska <Mr. BEREU
TER), have been immensely helpful in 
terms of dealing with this. I think 
they deserve a great deal of credit for 
any success it has had. 

Mr. BEDELL. Mr. Chairman, let me 
say that I think this amendment is sig
nificantly better than the bill that I 
introduced thanks to the gentleman 
from South Dakota <Mr. DASCHLE). He 
brought up an objection over the fact 
that the original bill had a clause that 
said each State must individually 
agree to each sale of water. This 
amendment has been changed. This 
amendment simply requires that there 
be a compact among the affected 
States which would authorize such 
sales of water. 

The big difficulty we have is decid
ing who owns the water. And appar
ently the argument here would be by 
some Members that as the water flows 
through their State it belongs to that 
State as it flows through the State. At 
least in this gentleman's opinion that 
is not the situation. 
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In this gentleman's opinion, water 

that starts upstream, flows down 
through several States, is not the 
property of a State as calling it its 
water as it comes through those 
States. This amendment simply says 
that that water that flows through 
those States, there shall be a compact 
which agrees as to how that water is 
to be sold if it is sold outside that 
State for a coal slurry pipeline. 

We should make something clear. 
Somebody mentioned irrigation. This 
has nothing to do with irrigation. First 
of all, it has been complained that it 
did not have to do with irrigation. 
And, second, I would hope we would 
understand that this leaves the com
plete freedom of a State to use that 
water in that State, within its State, 
according to its wishes, and it does not 
adversely affect that in any way. 

You see, the problem we get into, if 
we are not going to do anything as a 
Congress here to try to bring some 
regulation and some sense as to how 
we use the water, is that Montana has 
already said, "Look, if South Dakota is 
going to sell the water out of the river 
to get revenues from South Dakota, 

then we better sell it first, . and we 
better do the selling," and it will con
stantly move in that direction. 

If we are going to avoid those types 
of difficulties, I submit that we need a 
compact between the affected States, 
and I submit that that can be accom
plished. 

People have said, "If you turn on the 
spigot, you cannot turn it off.'' That is 
all the more point as to why we at this 
time should recognize the problem and 
why we should legislate that Congress 
says that indeed we should approach 
this in a sensible, sensible manner. 

It seems to me that all the more the 
fact that it is difficult to do says, "Let 
us get at it now, let us get at it now 
and try to legislate something that 
will say that we are going to treat this 
water as a shared resource of inter
state commerce, as indeed it is, so that 
indeed there will be a compact that 
will determine how that should be 
shared.'' 

It seems to me that it is only proper 
that the States that share and use 
that water should make that decision, 
and I certainly urge support for the 
amendment. 

<By unanimous consent, Mr. LuJAN 
and Mrs. VUCANOVICH yield their time 
to Mr. CHENEY.) 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The 
Chair recognizes the gentleman from 
Wyoming (Mr. CHENEY). 

Mr. CLINGER. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. CHENEY. I yield to the gentle
man from Pennsylvania. 

Mr. CLINGER. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
in opposition to the amendment. 

<By unanimous consent, Mr. CLINGER 
yielded the balance of his time to Mr. 
CHENEY.) 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog
nizes the gentleman from Wyoming 
<Mr. CHENEY) for 4 minutes. 

Mr. CHENEY. I thank my colleagues 
for yielding. 

Mr. Chairman, let me try to con
clude this debate with a few minutes 
of comments on the water law. 

A number of charges and comments 
have been made. I know my colleagues 
are all deeply concerned about the 
issue on both sides of the issue, wheth
er for or against coal slurry. 

Let me simply restate again the 
desire of those of us who crafted the 
language that is in the bill as it relates 
to water. 

I personally am not here today to 
advocate coal slurry lines or to oppose 
coal slurry lines for Wyoming. I am 
here today to advocate the rights of 
the State of Wyoming, specifically the 
Governor and the legislature, to make 
that decision. They may choose to 
grant, as they have in the past, to 
export permits for a coal slurry line, 
they may choose to impose conditions 
on that, they may choose to prohibit 
the export of water for a coal slurry 
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pipeline. Under existing law, before 
this bill is passed, as a result of the Su
preme Court decision in Sporhause, 
they cannot do that. Wyoming today 
no longer has the right to prohibit or 
limit or condition the export of water 
for coal slurry unless we pass this bill 
and the language that is in it. 

Specifically, the bill does grant 
under the commerce clause of the 
Constitution the right to States to reg
ulate water in coal slurry pipelines as 
an item of interstate commerce. And I 
would quote from the decision of the 
Supreme Court in Southern Pacific 
against Arizona, 1948: 

Congress has undoubted power to redefine 
the distribution of power over interstate 
commerce. It may either permit the States 
to regulate the commerce in a manner 
which would otherwise not be permissible 

This is precisely what we are doing 
here today. I think it is extremely im
portant for my collegues to under
stand that if you believe in the States 
right to decide whether or not there 
ought to be a slurry line, whether or 
not to impose conditions on the export 
of water, conditions under which 
slurry lines are to operate, then you 
ought to support the water language 
in the bill as drafted. If you support 
States rights, then you should oppose 
the Vento amendment, the amend
ment pending before the House, be
cause it does in fact mandate for the 
first time ever participation in inter
state compacts for particular water 
use. 

Mr. BREAUX. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. CHENEY. I yield to the gentle
man from Louisiana. 

Mr. BREAUX. I will ask the gentle
man, is there anything in the bill that 
would restrict or limit or prevent any 
State from forming an interstate com
pact in order to regulate how water is 
handled that passes through their par
ticular State? 

Mr. CHENEY. There is absolutely 
nothing in the bill that would impose 
such a restriction. The bill grants the 
right to States significant authority 
over water that is theirs, in effect, 
under appropriation. It does not grant 
authority over water to any State that 
they do not currently have in terms of 
the quantity of water that is available 
to them, in terms of allocation. 

When in doubt, read the bill. The 
bill is very precise. It is very clear. It 
does support the basic fundamental 
principle that I think most of us be
lieve in that the States ought to have 
the right to decide how their water is 
used, and it is consistent with existing 
practices in terms of allocating share 
of a body of water. 

<By unanimous consent, Mr. SNYDER 
yielded his time to Mr. 0BERSTAR.) 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog
nizes the gentleman from Minnesota 
(Mr. 0BERSTAR) for 2 minutes. 

Mr. OBERSTAR. Mr. Chairman, I 
rise in support of the pending water 
rights amendment, not to make the 
coal slurry pipeline bill any more pia
table, because it does not, but because 
it is marginally better than the lan
guage in section 3(1) of the pending 
bill. But mostly because I think we 
ought to debate and establish the 
principle that States rights in water 
ought to be protected by the Congress 
of any legislation that is so broadbased 
and so far reaching as the pending 
coal slurry pipeline bill. 

This pending amendment is margin
ally preferable to the language in the 
bill, but it still leaves some very grave 
questions unanswered. 

The Great Lakes Commission, in a 
letter of September 12, wrote to me: 

Provisions of the coal slurry pipeline bill 
are inadequate to protect Great Lakes 
States riparian rights to Great Lakes water. 

The group of States that has the 
most at stake, where one-fifth of the 
world's fresh water is located, still are 
uneasy, not only are they uneasy, but 
they are opposed to the bill in its 
present form because of the threat 
that it presents to the water in that 
greatest body of fresh water in the 
entire world. · 

The question that we all have to ask 
ourselves is: Do we want to take the 
risk of proceeding with legislation that 
may be unconstitutional, that experts 
in testimony before the House Public 
Works Committee hearings on this 
legislation said was unconstitutional, 
and who have stated that Congress 
cannot through legislation alter the 
constitutional principle of equal foot
ing of the States? 

Now, that is a very serious matter. 
We cannot ignore the dictates of the 
Constitution in legislation and say, 
"Well, we will leave it up to the Su
preme Court to rule on it later on." 
We have that responsibility, too, and 
the pending legislation does not meet 
that constitutional test nor the test of 
protecting water rights, and ought to 
be defeated. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The 
Chair recognizes the gentleman from 
Minnesota <Mr. VENTO). 

Mr. VENTO. Mr. Chairman, I want 
to rise and summarize. I think what 
we are faced with here today, of 
course, is a difficult problem in which 
this legislation attempts to enshrine 
on a pedestal the use of water for coal 
slurry lines and enshrines States 
rights to say yes or to say no with re
spect to that. 

But what we do not have is the nec
essary cooperation or even the realiza
tion or understanding that the use of 
surface water or the water from an aq
uifer very well overlaps and affects all 
States. I know that water rights is a 
very sensitive issue because primarily 
they have dealt with life and death 
issues, not necessarily on the industri
al basis such as a coal slurry line, but 

with respect to the fact that there is a 
problem with the Constitution. This 
bill is creating a further problem in 
terms of the use for coal slurry pur
poses. And then, of course, it says that 
then we suggest that we have to solve 
it. Well, it creates the problem, and 
there is one way to eliminate the total 
problem if that is it. This amendment 
is a modest attempt to provide for 
shared use of water by the States. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog
nizes the gentleman from Arizona <Mr. 
UDALL). 

Mr. UDALL. Mr. Chairman, just two 
or three points. This is a bad amend
ment, it is a killer amendment. The 
opponents for the last 5 years have 
tried to beat the bill. If they cannot 
beat the bill, they try to make it un
workable. The precise wording of this 
amendment before us says that any 
State in the river basin or drainage 
basin can tum and say to sister States, 
"We veto." Unless they will voluntari
ly go in and enter into an interstate 
compact and all of them sign, there is 
no water for a coal slurry. 

On this bill mention was made that 
we got beat in 1978. Since 1978 a lot of 
people have seen the light, including 
the Redi Kilowatt, the whole electric 
generating industry, American Public 
Power, the Consumer Federation, the 
Coal Association, the Reagan adminis
tration came around this year and su
ports it, and I cannot find any editori
al, including the Wall Street Journal 
or the Journal of Commerce and the 
others, who think that defeating this 
bill would be a good idea. 

This simply makes coal slurry pipe
lines available as one new kind of tech
nology that we can use if it competes 
in the marketplace. That is all that 
this bill started out to do. It is all the 
bill does. This amendment will defeat 
that very purpose. 

Mr. DAUB. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
favor of the amendment. Mr. VENTO 
has offered an amendment which I 
feel is essential to protect the water 
resources that underpin the economy 
of our region. 

The water issue is not one that 
should be confined to those of us who 
represent the region. The columnist, 
George Will, said recently that the 
politician of tomorrow had better 
learn to pronounce Ogallala Aquifer 
and Oahe Reservoir because those 
names are going to figure prominently 
in the political dialog in years to come. 

For States like Nebraska, Iowa, 
Kansas, and Missouri the issue is not 
confined to the agreements contained 
in this legislation. We are dependent 
upon water supplies that cross State 
lines. Just as we would be forced to 
stop one State that threatened to pol
lute the water supply that makes 
much of our State arable we are equal
ly threatened by those States who 
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would seek to sell the water from a 
common supply. 

For those of you from on producing 
States I submit this is the equivalent 
of one State digging a well so deep 
that the on that would be diverted 
from its normal production source in 
another State. In Nebraska we are at 
the mercy of interstate water supplies 
and the amendment offered by Mr. 
BDEUTER seeks only to require that 
before States convert to their exclu
sive use resources obtained from an 
interstate source they obtain the writ
ten agreement of the affected States. 

As one who recognizes the opportu
nity for our Nation to export coal and 
who appreciates the great economic 
benefit that this would mean for all.I 
would remind this body that we would 
threaten this Nation's most important 
and vital exporting sector-agricul
ture. 

Mr. VENTo's amendment is not de
signed to devastate the coal slurry in
dustry it is intended only to protect a 
shared resource vital not only to our 
region but all those consumers who 
are dependent upon the Nation's agri
cultural community. 

Certainly the coal slurry industry is 
not so important that we should place 
above it the prospect of ruining hun
dreds of thousands of acres of farm
land Just what would we do with the 
dollars earned from the incremental 
addition to exports that coal slurry 
might provide-buy food from other 
countries to replace our lost crops? 

Mr. Chairman I have set through 
the meetings in both the Surface 
Transportation Subcommittee and the 
full Public Works Committee on this 
matter. And while I was originally in
clined to oppose coal slurry because I 
believed it would be detrimental to the 
future supply of water for agricultural 
uses I learned a great deal more. 

For instance, we are talking about 
moving from one part of the country 
to another not just millions of tons of 
coal but millions of gallons of water. 
And not fresh drinking water but 
water intermixed with coal and thou
sands of other substances to be depos
ited in an yet unknown and untested 
process. The potential for environmen
tal harm is incalculable. As a Member 
who has witnessed many debates on 
this floor where Members from both 
sides of the aisle eagerly sought to 
demonstrate their fealty to the envi
ronmental movement regardless of the 
extent or possibility of harm and in 
face of obvious and known economic 
dislocation I am frankly astounded 
that today many of those same Mem
bers are willing to stand and vote for 
an untested, unneeded, and unstable 
mechanism whose potential for envi
ronmental havoc is vast. 

Much has been said about the rail
road industry in this debate. The 
simple fact is that just recently this 
House voted to rescue the Railroad 

Retirement Fund at a very large cost 
to the taxpayers. Now we are on the 
verge of turning around and delivering 
a sharp body blow not only to the re
tirement system but to the ability of 
that industry to haul agricultural 
products at a cost that will keep those 
goodS affordable to the domestic con
sumer or the foreign buyer. 

I do not come from a coal-producing 
State. As far as I know the nearest 
coal mine is somewhere in southern 
Iowa but I have been impressed with 
the arguments of those who do repre
sent coal producers. This bill is not in
tended to assist the entire domestic 
coal industry but a small portion of it 
and at a very dear cost. As in many in
dustries the fact that transportation is 
widely available makes many marginal 
producers profitable. If this legislation 
is enacted and coal production is sud
denly diverted to those regions where 
slurry transport is available a great 
many producers will be shut out be
cause the railroads will have lost the 
opportunity to spread their cost over a 
very large market of producers. 

Finally, I return again to the matter 
that interests me most. Water. When I 
mentioned Mr. Will's comments I was 
not attempting to intimidate any of 
my colleagues into opposing this legis
lation for fear that their vote would 
come back to haunt them politically. 

But I do believe that what this body 
does today may come back to haunt 
each one of us personally. In the 
coming years we are going to have to 
make some very stark choices in the 
allocation of life-giving resources and 
water is No.1 on this list. Immediately 
behind that precious resource is food. 
It is bad enough that we continue to 
ignore the future in this area but to 
act as we intend to today and provide 
for the wholesale abuse of that re
source is a mistake that I sincerely be
lieve will later be acknowledged as a 
grave mistake. 

For that reason I urge the body to 
accept Mr. VENTo's amendment and 
failing that to oppose this measure. 

Mr. COLEMAN of Texas. Mr. Chair
man, I rise in opposition to H.R. 3857, 
the Coal Pipeline Act of 1983. After 
hearing hours of debate on the com
peting merits of either supporting or 
opposing this overall legislative pro
posal, the State water rights language 
contained in this bill coupled with the 
intent behind the language as devel
oped in the accompanying Public 
Works Committee Report has led me 
to the conclusion that this bill could 
not be in the overall best interests of 
my district in west Texas. 

Mr. Chairman, water is a scarce nat
ural resource in the area that I repre
sent. The largest community, in terms 
of population in my district is the city 
of El Paso, which is currently the 
fourth largest city in the State of 
Texas. Population and industrial 
growth in this locale is expected to 

continue into the 1990's at the present 
rapid rate. To provide adequate water 
supplies for this expected growth, the 
city of El Paso has begun to look for 
possible sources of future supplies of 
water to meet expected demands. 

One such source is an aquifer just 
over the State boundary separating 
Texas and New Mexico. The problem 
that El Paso faced was a State embar
go against all out-of-state transfers of 
water that New Mexico intended to 
rigidly enforce. 
It was in this context that the 

United States Supreme Court ren
dered, in July 1982, the Sporhase 
against Nebraska decision which dras
tically affected the rights of States in 
allocating their water supplies. Basi
cally, the Court ruled that water was 
an article of interstate commerce, 
making it subject to Federal and not 
State regulation. The court ruled fur
ther that Congress had not delegated 
this power away to the States by 
virtue of allowing the formation of 
interstate compacts regulating the 
transfer of interstate groundwater. 

In January of this year, the city of 
El Paso and the State of New Mexico 
completed the first round of litigation 
over the right of access on the part of 
El Paso to water found in a New 
Mexico aquifer. In finding for the city 
of El Paso, a Federal District Court 
ruled that only the most compelling 
conservation rationale, such as the 
need to protect human health and 
safety, could ever justify a State statu
tory ban on water exports. 

There is no mystery as to what this 
particular bill would do to the two 
Federal court rulings on State water 
rights. It is the blatant intent of coal 
slurry proponents to carve out an ex
ception to the doctrine formulated in 
Sporhase and further articulated in 
The city of El Paso against Reynolds. 
In this attempt to restore to the 
States that certain power denied them 
by the above decisions, the rights of 
the city of El Paso could very easily be 
cast into doubt as this decision is ap
pealed by the State of New Mexico. 

Under this bill, should the State of 
New Mexico ever become the point of 
origin for a coal slurry pipeline, New 
Mexico would be emx:;.owered to divert 
water-possibly water that could go to 
the people of El Paso--and there 
would be nothing to prevent that di
version. The very constitutional doc
trine that now guarantees water for El 
Paso, the interstate commerce clause, 
would become a defense to the diver
sion of that water on the part of the 
State of origin. This bill would imbue 
the State of origin with all of the 
power of the interstate commerce 
clause, leaving El Paso and the State 
of Texas without a compelling interest 
to overcome the decision of a State 
like New Mexico, should it be the 
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point of origin for a slurry pipeline, to 
divert water for slurry usage. 

This predicament would be forced by 
all downstream States who find their 
sources of water being diverted for 
coal pipeline purposes. The propo
nents of coal slurry pipelines recognize 
this problem but only suggest, via lan
guage contained in the accompanying 
committee reports, that this problem 
be addressed by Congress at some later 
point in time. 

Mr. Chairman, even assuming for ar
gument's sake all of the reasons that 
have been advanced in support of this 
bill, the people of El Paso and west 
Texas did not send me to Congress to 
create the potential for additional 
water-related problems at some point 
in El Paso's future. 

I am told that the chances of New 
Mexico ever becoming the State of 
origin for a coal slurry pipeline are 
slim. I have also been told that there 
are coal reserves adjacent to the Santa 
Fe area of that State which very well 
could be subject to eventual extrac
tion. I am advised that the amount of 
water used by a coal slurry pipeline is 
miniscule and that El Paso's future 
needs should not be affected. I am not, 
however, guaranteed that no matter 
what the State of New Mexico does, 
my district's water needs will be as
sured. In fact, I am supposed to hope 
for the best and vote to strip away 
whatever constitutional protection is 
now afforded El Paso via current Fed
eral case law. 

Mr. Chairman, I refuse to gamble 
with the future water supplies of El 
Paso and the rest of west Texas simply 
to aid one industry in its competition 
with another-water is just too valua
ble a resource and my district's access 
to it must be zealously defended. For 
this reason, I am opposing this par
ticular measure. 
e Mr. STARK. Mr. Chairman, we 
have heard a lot of evidence on both 
sides today for and against H.R. 1010, 
the coal slurry pipeline bill. We have 
been given a lot of facts, and glossy 
diagrams, and we have been told by 
both sides that our vote against their 
position would mean the downfall of 
our country. I do not believe that a 

·vote either way would be the downhall 
of our great Nation, but what strikes 
me as most interesting and important 
in both my study of this issue, and the 
debate here today, is what is not being 
said. 

I am referring to two of the issues 
that have received quite a lot of atten
tion today, and they are the issue of 
water, and the issue of consumer bene
fits. In my attempts to thoroughly un
derstand the Interior Committee's rec
ommendations on water rights, I was 
told that if any water rights problems 
arose, the injured party, or parties, 
could just go to court. Now, Mr. Chair
man, it strikes me as strange that 
since we can all predict of the prob-

lems that will arise over water rights, 
and indeed have already arisen, that 
we are not at least trying to address 
these problems. Why send everyone to 
court? Are not our courts overloaded 
enough already? 

With regard to consumer benefits, I 
have been told that when the first 
pipeline goes on line in 1990, the aver
age consumer will save less than 50 
cents a month on their utility bill. 
That is $6 a year, and while I do not 
want to downgrade the importance of 
any savings, however small, $6 a year 
hardly seems worth the risk the con
sumer is taking. What if there are cost 
overruns? There goes the consumers 
$6, and a whole lot more. 

I intend to vote against H.R. 1010, 
and I hope that in the future such a 
vote will be recognized as a procon
sumer, proenvironment, and proen
ergy vote, and one that takes into ac
count our real needs and the realities 
of our energy situation.e 
e Mr. DREIER of California. Mr. 
Chairman, I rise in support of H.R. 
1010, the Coal Pipeline Act of 1983. 

As others in this debate have point
ed out, this is an issue that is vital to 
our national security, our energy self
sufficiency and the health of the econ
omy. I would like to touch briefly on 
what I believe is key to the coal slurry 
debate-how coal slurry will benefit 
the consumer. 

Energy consumers in my district 
have reaped the benefits of the only 
operating coal slurry pipeline-the 
Black Mesa Line-for the past 13 
years. Black Mesa provides low cost, 
readily accessible coal to the Mojave 
Electric Generating Station at an av
erage cost of $4 per ton. Comparable 
railroad delivery of the same coal 
would cost anywhere from $10 to $12 
per ton. Needless to say, these savings 
are passed directly on to southern 
California Edison's 1.5 million consum
ers who depend on power supplied by 
the Mojave Station. 

An even better example of the 
impact of coal slurry on transporta
tion costs is the case of Arkansas 
Power & Lights' proposal to build a 
coal slurry line from Wyoming to Ar
kansas. It set off an intense fight be
tween the railroads and pipeline back
ers that eventually drove coal trans
portation costs well below current 
market rates. So low, in fact, that con
sumers will save as much as $16.5 bil
lion over the life of the contract. In 
the end, the railroad won out, and a 
coal slurry line will not be built. The 
winner, however, was clearly the con
sumer. 

As a Representative from southern 
California, where water is notoriously 
scarce, I would like to add that I am 
more than satisfied with the water 
language of the bill. I am also satisfied 
that construction of coal slurry pipe
lines will not, in any way, ruin the rail
roads or cost railroad employees their 

jobs. If anything, coal slurry will in
crease production of coal and the 
demand for coal transportation. Jobs 
will be created-not lost-both 
through the construction of pipelines 
and through the anticipated increase 
in rail traffic. 

In short, Mr. Chairman, coal slurry 
pipelines will benefit the consumer. 
For the millions of individuals who are 
already hard pressed by increases in 
gas an oil prices, the last thing we 
should do is defeat this bill and 
remove any hope of promoting fair 
maret competition to keep electric 
utility costs in line. 

I urge my colleagues to join me in 
supporting H.R. 1010.e 
e Mr. BOUCHER. Mr. Chairman, I 
rise today in opposition to H.R. 1010, 
the Coal Pipeline Act of 1983, and I 
urge my colleagues to oppose this 
measure which if enacted will jeopard
ize the marketing opportunities of Vir
ginia's coal producers. 

As the representative of Virginia's 
coal-producing region, I am vitally in
terested in measures which will in
crease coal production and aid in re
employing our thousands of idle coal 
miners. Proponents of H.R. 1010 argue 
that this measure will meet those ob
jectives on a national basis; however, 
the measure would substantially 
hinder the achievement of those goals 
in the State of Virginia. 

In fact, H.R. 1010 will disrupt tradi
tional coal markets by benefiting a few 
select producers at the expense of 
many others. Of particular concern to 
this Member is the fact that only 10 
percent of the finite volume of pipe
lines constructed pursuant to the Fed
eral eminent domain authority will be 
reserved for small producers. The 
principal argument in support of Fed
eral pipeline legislation is that compe
tition in coal transportation will result 
in a lowering of transportation costs. 
While that result may be achieved for 
large producers who have the financial 
strength to make long-term contract 
commitments, it is clear that passage 
of the legislation will result in in
creased rail transportation rates for 
producers not served by the pipeline. 
It is all too apparent that railroads 
will seek to recoup the revenues they 
lose on routes also served by a pipeline 
by increasing their charges to produc
ers who do not enjoy the benefits of 
the pipeline. In the final analysis, pas
sage of the legislation will clearly 
result in higher charges for the thou
sands of small producers who will not 
have pipeline access. 

The Federal condemnation author
ity granted in H.R. 1010 could be used 
solely for the construction of inter
state pipelines, and any pipeline con
structed under the act which crosses 
my State of Virginia would necessarily 
originate outside of its borders. More
over, Virginia's coal producers would 
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be denied access to the pipeline as it 
crosses from some other State into 
Virginia. The market presently en
joyed by Virginia producers would be 
usurped. in part. by producers. in 
other States as coal from Kentucky. 
West Virginia. or even from Western 
States is transported by the pipeline 
to Virginia's industries. utilities. and 
ports. Our coal-producing counties 
which are presently experiencing their 
deepest recession in more than 30 
years would be dealt another devastat
ing round of economic disruptions. 

The Virginia General Assembly is 
presently considering State legislation 
to authorize the exercise of the emi
nent domain authority for the con
struction of purely intrastate coal 
slurry pipelines. In my view. the Vir
ginia General Assembly is particularly 
well situated to evaluate the right of 
access problems I have previously 
mentioned and to assure that small 
producers are treated equitably in any 
legislation which may be forthcoming 
in the State of Virginia. State legisla
tion in Virginia can far better serve 
the needs of Virginia's coal producers 
than can H.R. 1010, and I hope it will 
be the pleasure of this Chamber to 
defeat H.R. 1010. 

My concerns with H.R. 1010 are well 
stated in the attached editorial by a 
leading newspaper of southwest Vir
ginia. the Coalfield Progress. I would 
like to share this editoral, which re
flects the position of many Virginia 
coal producers with my colleagues: 

[From the Coalfield Progress, Sept. 20, 
1983] 

PIPELINE LEGISLATION NOT IN BEST INTEREST 
OF STATE 

When Rep. Rick Boucher decided to fight 
the proposed federal coal slurry pipeline 
legislation, he proved his commitment to 
the people of Southwest Virginia. 

Put aside, for the moment, the state-side 
debates that have come and gone and that 
will arise again when the Virginia General 
Assembly convenes. Forget the arguments 
among the railroads, the labor unions, the 
utility and the pipeline interests over such 
delicate issues as the pipeline's status as 
common carrier, its impact on employment, 
rail rates and water supply. 

While those questions and others need 
close attention on both state and federal 
levels, the urgent issue in Virginia is unfold
ing right now in the halls of Congress. The 
issue is heading for a vote. 

Slurry advocates and those sitting on the 
fence on the issues should-for the time 
being at any rate-focus on the federal leg
islation. As it is now written, it is apparent 
that the proposal is not in the overall of 
best interest of Virginia. 

The measure grants federal powers of emi
nent domain to companies interested in 
building a coal slurry pipeline across state 
borders. It opens the way for a pipeline to 
originate in West Virginia or Kentucky, to 
take rights-of-way from Virginia property 
owners along the trail to the port of Hamp
ton Roads and to transport nothing but coal 
from those states. 

There is no provision that would guaran
tee Virginia coal operators the right of 
access to the pipeline. While large corpora-

tions with mineral holdings in other states 
seem insensitive to this concern, those with
out the luxury of mineral rights in border
ing states have reason to fear the worst. 
They could face even higher rail rates if the 
railways needed to up costs to make up for 
revenue lost to the interstate pipeline. 

The federal legislation obviously has seri
ous economic implications for Virginia coal 
operators, their employees and the coal
fields as a whole. 

Virginia's representatives in Congress 
should join Boucher in his battle against 
the federal legislation. 

Sen. John Warner has made his position 
clear in the past by voting against the meas
ure. He should not steer from that course. 

That leaves Sen. Paul Trible. At this 
point, Trible is noncommital. He needs to 
make up his mind and decide in favor of the 
people of the Virginia coalfields.e 
• Mrs. HALL of Indiana, Mr. Chair
man, the issue of coal slurry pipelines 
is of great importance to American 
consumers. I rise today to express my 
concern about the Coal Pipeline Act of 
1983 <H.R. 3857) which, if enacted, 
would jeopardize over 40,000 jobs in 
the railroad industry and railroad sup
pliers nationwide. This includes the 
loss of over 1,500 jobs of people living 
and working in the First District of In
diana alone, and as its representative, 
I urge you to oppose enactment of this 
legislation. 

It is important to note that those 
who mine coal, the United Coal Work
ers, and those who move coal are 
united in opposition to this legislation. 
They are joined by all the Nation's 
leading farm organizations, railway 
labor, environmentalists, water user 
organizations. and numerous other 
local and national groups. Even the 
coal industry itself is far from united 
on this issue. 

H.R. 3857 is a complex measure with 
far-reaching implications for transpor
tation, water resources, energy, envi
ronment, jobs, agriculture, consumer 
protection, regulation, competition, 
and relations among the States and 
between States and the Federal Gov
ernment. But I believe the primary 
reasons H.R. 3857 should be defeated 
are its adverse impact on employment 
and water resources. 

This legislation will result in a net 
loss of permanent jobs at the expense 
of creating short-term temporary con
struction jobs. There has been a 25-
percent decrease in railroad employ
ment over the past 2 years, and the 
Office of Technology Assessment has 
estimated that five pipelines would 
cost 16,000 jobs. Applying these fig
ures to the present proposed construc
tion of 13 coal slurry pipelines means 
an additional 39,000 permanent rail 
jobs will be lost. 

Along with the loss of railroad jobs, 
the railroad retirement system now 
supporting thousands of rail retirees 
will be placed in jeopardy. This legisla
tion will most assuredly counteract 
the additional revenue and benefit 
savings created by the measure Con-

gress recently passed to save the rail
road retirement system. I am deeply 
concerned that the rail worker and re
tiree will be the chief victims of this 
jobs destruction measure. 

No aspect of the coal slurry debate 
has absorbed more time or evoked 
stronger emotion that the water ques
tion. Ground water supplies underly
ing the majority of the West and Mid
western States are depleting and com
petition for available surface flows is 
proportionately increasing. At a time 
when quantity and quality of supplies 
are at stake, I believe the poorest use 
of water is as a medium to transport 
coal in a one-directional system. 

These are not the only problems re
garding passage of this legislation. 
There has been a lack of information 
with regard to matters as potential 
ownership, control. and contracting re
lationships between utilities, pipelines, 
and producers of coal. Additionally, 
there has been a lack of proof that 
this technology will result in lowering 
transportation costs. In fact, the con
sumer appears to be vulnerable to all 
the market hazards associated with 
construction cost overruns and take
or-pay contracts. 

This is the fifth consecutive Con
gress to consider legislation granting 
coal slurry pipeline companies Federal 
eminent domain powers. There has 
been a long debate on this issue, and 
the facts and arguments against coal 
slurry legislation are as valid today as 
they were in the previous sessions. 
After careful review and analysis, I 
cannot support this proposal and I 
urge my colleagues to defeat H.R. 
3857 .• 
e Mr. OLIN. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
opposition to the coal slurry bill. I do 
so because of really three reasons, and 
all of these relate to the fact that in 
my judgment really there is not over
riding benefit to the Nation in grant
ing eminent domain for this purpose. 

We have heard a lot of the reasons. 
The first one, of course, related to the 
scarcity of water and the control of 
water, and I will not get into that. 

The second relates to the question of 
the validity of the cost estimates that 
are really at the heart of the matter. I 
am not going to get into that in detail 
except to say this: I am an engineer, 
and I spent 35 years of my life in 
major project work of an electrome
chanical nature. I know that this is 
going to be an experiment, if it ever 
goes through, of a higher order of 
magnitude than presently experi
enced. It is going to involve the ship
ping of billions of tons of water to 
places that do not have it. It is going 
to involve unknown risks that normal
ly engineers underestimate by factors 
of between 2 and 5. 

I would like to mention the question 
of the hazards of the remaining waste. 
I would like to call to the attention of 
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my colleagues a report by the Los 
Alamos National Laboratory a year 
ago dealing with the question of the 
toxicity of the waste. 

Over a year ago, a panel of scientists 
there analyzed the residual chemical 
content of coal slurry effluents. Their 
examination covered surface water, 
ground waters, and effluents from a 
large number of disposal sites from 
coal preparation and cleaning plants. 
Their studies revealed that draining 
from coal slurry ponds associated with 
plants processing high-sulfur coal may 
pose a significant environmental prob
lem because of the high acidity and 
concentrations of iron, manganese, 
nickel, and aluminum; that harmful 
and toxic elements remain in the 
water after the coal particles are re
moved. I will say this simply in lay
man's terms. 

This means that coal slurry water 
can be distilled, filtered, the coal re
moved, all visible matter r~moved, and 
it looks like a glass of drinking water, 
but still this does not remove elements 
that are invisible and are still dis
solved in the water. These constitute 
an unacceptable danger of toxicity. 

The Los Alamos report makes it 
abundantly clear that this effluent 
must not be permitted to be mixed 
with the drinking water supplies 
either above ground or below ground 
that supply humans and animals; that 
coal slurry water has elements of slow 
poison in it. 

It is very clear that postprocessing 
plants of some nature are going to be 
required, particularly at the termini 
involved with exports, where there is 
no other way to use up the water. We 
are going to have this water which 
cannot be disposed of in clear ponds. It 
is very clear that the question of toxic 
water in postslurry waste is real, it 
cannot be ignored, and until a satisfac
tory solution is found, the answer to 
the coal slurry legislation, in my view, 
is a solid "no." 

Mr. Chairman, the results of this 
study also point out serious problems 
with the slurry waste solids generated 
in the attempts to treat the water. As 
I have mentioned, the tests found 
high levels of trace metals in the 
wastes which result in high levels of 
acidity in those wastes. Let me cite 
from the study: 

The slurry effluent from the plant is very 
acidic, having a pH of 2.55. Before being dis
charged into the slurry pond, this waste is 
customarily neutralized. Accordingly, the 
pH of the slurry pond iilfluent is neutral 
<7.1). However, the material taken from 
within the pond <three feet deep> near the 
inlet is again acidic <PH=3.33). Material 
taken from the surface at the other end of 
the same pond is also acidic <PH=4.37>. 
Similar trends can be seen in the other 
slurry pond. Samples taken from the sur
face away from the inlet are acidic, and 
those taken from some depth within the 
slurry pond are even more so. The specific 
conductance of all these samples is high, re-

fleeting the high dissolved salt contents of 
the samples. 

Mr. Chairman, these results point to 
the potential for serious problems of 
leaching from these ponds to ground 
water supplies which may be the 
source of drinking water .for nearby 
communities. This problem has not 
been solved and speaks strongly 
against the legislation. 

Let me continue with the Los 
Alamos study: 

The behavior of iron in the slurry waste 
filtrates is particularly interesting. Consider 
Plants 1 and 3. In the plant effluents, which 
are not neutralized, the iron concentrations 
are very high-364 ppm for Plant 1 and 1810 
ppm for Plant 3. However, at the inlets to 
the slurry ponds the iron concentrations are 
low. This is because the slurry wastes are 
neutralized before being discharged. . . . As 
one moves the sampling point away from 
the inlet to the slurry pond, either in terms 
of distance, depth, or time, the iron concen
tration increases. In the case of Plant 1 the 
iron levels increase from 7.4 ppm at the 
pond inlet, to 180 ppm at the lower end of 
the active pond, to 811 ppm at- the middle of 
an old slurry pond. 

The report goes on to state, analo
gous behaviors were observed for man
ganese, cobalt, and nickel. The concen
trations of these elements tend to 
follow those of iron and to correlate 
with the pH of the solution. 

Mr. Chairman, we are all familiar 
with the environmental problems 
caused by acid runoff from coal waste 
piles. The Los Alamos study found 
that these environmental hazards are 
comparable in the slurry ponds: 

The chemistry of the leachates from the 
slurry wastes is indistinguishable from that 
which we have observed in the past with 
coarse coal waste leachates. Potential envi
ronment problems associated with these 
wastes are caused by the high acidities of 
the waste effluents and high concentrations 
of iron, manganese, nickel and aluminum in 
the leachates. 
It is incredible to me that we are ac

tually considering dumping massive 
quantities of the wastes and their at
tendant environmental hazards on 
communities at the end points of these 
pipelines. Our understanding of the 
makeup of these wastes is only now 
beginning to be understood-and what 
we know about them points to major 
problems. 

Since this problem has not been ade
quately addressed, I must also assume 
that the various cost estimates that we 
have seen for these pipelines are seri
ously understated. Handling these 
wastes is going to be expensive, espe
cially given the very large quantities 
of the wastes that these communities 
are going to have to deal with. 

Mr. Chairman, we have already 
heard so many good reasons for us to 
oppose this legislation. How many 
more do we need? Large numbers of 
jobs will be needlessly lost in the rail
road industry; scarce water will be 
taken from our dry Western States; 
railroads use less energy in transport-

ing coal than do coal slurry pipelines; 
and, the Arkansas Power & Light ex
ample shows us that delivered coal is 
cheaper using rail transportation than 
it is using a coal slurry pipeline. 

Now Los Alamos is giving us a pre
view of the serious environmental 
damage we are likely to do if we 
permit these pipelines to go forward. 
Everything points to an obvious 
answer-we should defeat this foolish 
and detrimentallegislation.e 
e Mr. MARKEY. Mr. Chairman, I 
find all this concern about railroad 
rates rather confusing. 

It is a fact that railroads now set 
prices for their services with substan
tially less regulatory interference than 
was the case in the recent past. 

It is a fact that recent actions by the 
Interstate Commerce Commission 
would permit-remember that word 
"permit" it is important-would 
permit rather large increases in rail
road coal rates. 

It is also a fact that since the Stag
gers Act was signed railroads could 
have raised their coal rates very sub
stantially. 

Did they? 
No they did not. 
In the 30 months following enact

ment of Staggers, railroad coal rates 
rose about half as much as in the 30 
months preceding enactment. They 
have not approached the kind of in
creases that would have been permit
ted under the ICC's implementation of 
the act. · 

Why not? 
No one ever accused a railroad of 

harboring eleemosynary impulses. If 
they possess all the monopoly power 
that has been ascribed to them 
today-why have they not raised their 
rates right to the limit of the law? 

They have not because they could 
not. They have been constrained by 
competition-competition from other 
railroads serving other mines-from 
other modes of transportation-from 
other forms of energy generation. 

I am a subscriber to the old saw that 
if something looks like a duck, walks 
like a duck and quacks like a duck-it 
is a duck. But if it does not look like a 
duck or walk like one, or quack like 
one-it is not a duck. 

Given the evidence to date, railroads 
do not look, move or sound like mo
nopolies . . 

I do not think they have monopoly 
power. 

I do not think we need to foster the 
development of water-guzzling, anti
competitive · single-commodity coal 
slurry pipelines because some people 
claim to ·be afraid that railroads will
in some frightening future-do things 
that they have not done yet-things 
there is no reason to believe they will 
do. 

Mr. Chairman, I am opposed to H.R. 
3857 because I believe it represents a 
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bJ.gbly risky solution to a problem that 
does not now-and probably never 
will-exist. 

To me It seems more reasonable to 
answer high rail rates with additional 
control over rail rates rather than 
spending $31 bllllon of consumers' 
money to support unwise take-or-pay 
contracts.• 
• Mr. RAHALL. Mr. Chafrma.n. ''God 
did not make black rocks to go 
through pipelines. God made black 
rocks for men to 1Ift and load." 

As a strong advocate of Increased 
coal use, I am pleased to hear of my 
colleagues concerns over the need to 
maintain the economics of this energy 
source. Unfortunately, the comments 
come within the context of the Coal 
Pipeline Act of 1983. 

Gentlemen. I welcome your concerns 
but you have chosen the wrong bill to 
make such a commendable stand The 
majority of the Members from coal 
States do not support this bill. Rather, 
we ask that you come help us In our 
battle 8gainst discriminatory acid rain 
control legislation. Come help us with 
coal-port development. Come help us 
with coal conversions. And If you are 
really concerned over high railroad 
coal rates, come help us reform the 
Interstate COmmerce Commisison's de
cision In its coal rate guidelines na
tionwide. 

But do not seize upon the false 
promise of slurry pipelines to make 
your stand for economical coal use. 
Coal producers and users need relief 
today, not decades from now If coal 
pipelines are actually going to be build 
and if they represent lower transpor
tation costs. 

As one with an Intense Interest In 
coal production and use, I must oppose 
this legislation. I firmly believe it will 
create more ills than good from the 
standpoint of providing economical 
coal transportation and alleviating un
employment In the coalfields of this 
Nation. 

The COngressional Budget Office, a 
trusted institution. has stated that 
"railroads may respond to the loss of 
coal transportation revenue by raising 
rates for coal and other commodities." 
CBO further noted that energy prices 
would Increase for those utilities that 
continue to receive coal by rail. 

Obviously, slurry pipelines would 
never serve the entire coal Industry. 
As such, many coal producers would 
not have access to the pipelines and 
would still have to depend on rail 
transportation. Yet, there would be 
fewer producers sharing the cost of 
the railroads. These producers would 
find themselves shouldering the 
burden of others using the pipelines as 
the railroads Increased rates to make 
up for traffic and revenue lost to the 
pipelines. This would result In higher 
electricity bills for customers of those 
coal-fired utilities not served by pipe
line. 

Those who produce this Nation's 
coal. the Mlneworkers Union, do not 
support coal slurry pipeline legisla... 
tlon. This Is a union with a 32 percent 
unemployment leveL There is indeed 
misery In the hills and hollows of the 
Appalachian coalfields. I submit, how
ever, that coal slurry pipelines would 
do nothing to alleviate this situation. 
They would hurt, rather than help, 
the majority of the coal industry. 

What really concerns me from a 
policy standpoint is the propriety of 
taking an action which would create 
widespread unemployment among ex
isting carriers. There are already 
100,000 railroad workers on the unem
ployment rolls; 40,000 of this number 
have already exhausted their unem
ployment benefits. 

Do not let anyone fool you. This is 
the biggest job elimination bill to ever 
hit the floor of this body. Coal produc
tion Is not expected to increase dra
matically for a number of years. 
Slurry pipelines would cut into exist
ing railroad traffic. And if this occurs, 
the railroads would have to cut into 
their · existing work force. All made 
possible by the bill being considered 
today. 
If this legislation makes any prom

ise, it is the promise of Increased un
employment. If this legislation has a 
cost, it is the cost of gainful employ
ment. 

Mr. Chairman, the bottom line for 
me is that coal slurry pipelines will 
hurt, not help, the people I represent 
In the Appalachian coalfields. It is 
with those coal miners, those trans
portation workers and those consum
ers of coal-fired electricity that I will 
east my vote against this bill.e 
e Mr. EVANS of Illinois. Mr. Chair
man, I would like to add my voice to 
those concerned over the legislation 
being considered today, H.R. 1010, the 
Coal Pipeline Act of 1983. 

Unemployment and high utility 
rates are two problems which are of 
great concern to my constituents. 
While proponents of the coal slurry 
pipeline claim it will help solve these 
problems, I do not believe that this 
legislation will achieve this goal. 

The 17th District of Illinois contains 
small coal miners, farmers, and rail
road employees-three groups which 
will all be hurt if the coal slurry pipe
lines are constructed More coal will be 
produced if the pipelines are built, but 
it will be the western miners, not the 
miners -of Illinois or West Virginia, 
who will be the big winners if this bill 
is passed 

Illinois farmers, already hurt by the 
effects of this summer's drought, will 
also be hurt if these pipelines are 
built. The water issues surrounding 
the coqstruction of the pipelines are 
not of great concern to the farmers of 
tlie Midwest. But midwestern farmers 
are concerned that the pipelines may 
cut across thousands of acres of prime 

fannland They are also concerned 
that they will be forced to pay higher 
transportation costs from the revenues 
lost by the railroad due to pipeline 
competition. 

I am also deeply concerned over the 
impact this bill will have on railroad 
employment. During our consideration 
of the railroad retirement bill, we 
became aware of the tremendous 
number of railroad workers who are 
currently unemployed and the con
tinuing decline of employment oppor
tunities in the railroad Industry. 

The coal slurry pipeline is being 
hailed as a jobs bill, and it is expected 
to create thousands of jobs, primarily 
in the building and construction indus
tries. But is also estimated to cost 
40,000, or even more, jobs In the rail
road Industry. 

We certainly will not solve our Na
tion's unemployment problem by 
hiring one group of people while shov
ing an equal number out on the street. 

Coal slurry pipeline supporters claim 
it is a consumer bill. Electric rates will 
fall, they say, when railroads are 
forced to compete with pipelines for 
coal transport business. But no one is 
providing any guarantees that pipe
lines will be able to transport coal at a 
lower cost than railroads, and consum
ers may well see their electric bills rise 
if the utilities are permitted to pass
through pipeline construction costs to 
consumers and pipelines are locked 
into expensive take-or-pay contracts. 

Finally, this legislation does not ade
quately answer certain environmental 
questions concerning the handling of 
water contaminated by the pipelines. 
No one knows what unforeseen ad
verse effects these pipelines will have 
on our farmland, rivers, forests, and 
wildlife. 

Too many unanswered questions re
garding the pipelines still remain. We 
should not give our blessing to any 
bill, no matter how well Intentioned, 
which carries such a high price tag for 
many industries, consumers, and our 
environment. I therefore urge my col
leagues to give very careful consider
tion to this bill and join me In voting 
against it .• 
e Mr. BETHUNE. Mr. Chairman, I 
rise In opposition to H.R. 1010, the 
Coal Pipeline Act of 1983. My objec
tions to the bill are not based on oppo
sition to coal slurry pipelines, but 
rather to Federal involvement In coal 
slurry pipelines. 

Past experience with the Alaska 
Natural Gas Pipeline should have 
taught us something. Members of Con
gress were told when the Alaska natu
ral gas pipeline was first conceived 
that it would be built by the private 
sector with funds provided by the 
pipeline developers and that the Fed
eral Government would not have to be 
involved and that no cost would be 
borne by the consumers. But in 1981, 
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backers of that pipeline came back to 
Congress, bat in band, to ask permja.
sion to prebill consumers for the con
struction of the Alaska natural gas 
pipeline. Some calculated that bDlions 
could be pulled from consumers· and 
transferred to the developers even 
though the llne might never be fin
ished. 

That type of .,corporate welfare,.. Ia 
exactly what we need to avoid. The 
soothing 88IIUl'8llCe8 that I have re
ceived about how that would never 
happen with the coal slurry pipeljnes 
remind me of the assurances Congress 
received about the A1aska Natural Gas 
Pipellne. The record of that sordid 
transition was developed capably by 
the media when they found that Re
publican lobbyists were heavily in
volved and that considerable 81IIDB 
were paid to Democratic Party orpni
mtions Just before the vote. 

Another of my main concerns about 
H.R. 1010 Ia the granting of F'ederal 
eminent domain to private corpora.. 
tions that will not serve a.s common 
carriers. The power of :Federal emi
nent domain Ia not to be taken lightly. 
It Ia true that those powers have been 
granted in the past to railroads, natu
ral ga.s pipelines, and briefly to oil 
pipelines. 

But, I do not believe the need bas 
been shown for the granting of Feder
al eminent domain for coal slurry 
pipelines. 

I have been encouraged by the 
progress made by the ETSI pipeline. 
which has now obtained nearly all of 
the rights-of-way needed without any 
Federal eminent domain authority. It 
has been a long and expensive process .. 
and the railroads cannot be proud of 
their obstructionist tactics. But ETSI 
has worked with private landowners 
and individual States in securing their 
rights-of-way, and I believe that is the 
proper procedure for the coa1 slurry 
pipelines. 

Another concern I have about H.R. 
1010 involves State water laws. H.R. 
101.0 sets a precedent about the rights 
of individual States over the use. of 
water that flows through their States, 
and I do not believe the precedent is a 
good one. 

For that reason, I strongly support 
the amendment that will be offered by 
Mr. H.uooascmlmT to prohloit the 
interstate transportation of water 
unless there is a water compact be
tween the States involved in the water 
transfer, and the States involved in 
the compact agree with such a trans
fer. 

Again, I am not opposed to the pri
vate construction of coal slurry pipe
lines. But I do not believe the Federal 
Government should be involved in this 
process. For that :reason, I urge the 
defeat of H.R. 1010.e 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. An 
time has expired. 

The question Ia on the amendment 
offered by the gentleman from Minne
sota <Mr. Vmrro>. 

The question was taken; and the 
Chairman pro tempore announced 
that the ayes appeared to have it. 

:a.cc>BDD vorz 
Mr. CHENEY. Mr. Chairman, I 

demand a recorded vote. 
A recorded vote was ordered. 
The vote was taken by electronic 

device, and there were-ayes 162, noes 
25'1, not voting 1~ as follows: 

..a.ptn 
AuCoin 
Barnes 
Bedell 
:Bennett 
Bereuter 
Bethune 
Bevill 
Boehlert 
BoiUor 
Booker 
BoXer 
Britt 
Burton<CA> 
CUper 
CUT 
Clay 
Coleman ()(0) 
Coleman ITX> 
Collyers 
Cooper 
Cougb]jn 
Co7ne 
Crodtett 
D'.Amoun 
Daniel 
Daub 
I>eliuiM 
DfnaeB 
Donnell7 
J:)owdy 
Downey 
Durbin 
Eckalt 
Edpz 
Edward~~ <CA> 
Emenon 
llrdreieh 
Evans CIA) 
Evlma(]L} 

Pazio 
l'elahan 
Plorio 
Poglletta 
Ford ()(I) 

Po1Vler 
Frenzel 
Garcia 
Gejdenson 
Gingrich 
G1k:kman 
Gore 
G.ray, 
Gundenon 

Ackerman 
Addabbo 
Akaka 
Albosta 
Aleu.nder 
Anderson 
Andrews <NC> 
Andrews <TX> 
Anmmzio 
Anthony 
Applegate 
Archer 
Badham 
Bamazd 
Bartlett 
Bateman 
Bates 
Beilenson 
Berman 

[Roll No. 3561 
A.YES-162 

Ball (IN) Pepper 
Ball <OH) Pertma 
Hamilton Quillen 
Hammenchmklt RahaJl 
Jlarkfn 
Hefner 
Hertel 
Hubbud 
Hughes 
Jacoba 
Jenkfna 
Jonea<NC> 
Kaptur 
Kuk:h 
Kaafenmefer 
KenneDy 
Kildee 
Kfndnesa 
Kramer 
l.&Pake 
JA.ntos 
Leach 
Lehman<CA> 
Levin 
Leri.tu 
Upfnski 
Long ()(D) 
Lowry(WA) 
Markey 
Maztin(JL) 

Mat.mi 
llcClo8lrey 
Kcllugh 
Mlku1Ski 
MIIJer<CA> 
Miller <OH> 
KJnish 
Mitchell 
Moakley 
Mollohan 
Monfaon <CT> 
Murp.by 
Katcher 
Nowak 
Oakar 
Oberstar 
Obey 
Ottblger 
OWens 
Oxley 
Panetta 
Paul 
Pease 
Penny 

NOES-25'7 
BiJil'akis. 
Bliley 
Boggs 
Boland 
Boner 
Bol'Ski 
Bosco 
Boucher 
Breaux 
Brooks 
Broomfield 
Brown(C.A> 
Brown<CO> 
Broyhill 
Bryant 
Burton aN) 
Byron 
Campbell 
Carney 

Ratchford 
Ray 
Ridge 
Roberta 
Rolltenkow1lk1 
Rowland 
Roybal 
Budd 
RU81l0 
8abo 
Savace 
8ebeuer 
Schneider 
Schroeder 
8enBenbrenner 
Shelby 
8ikonki 
Siljander 
Simon 
Skelton 
Slattery 
Smfth<IA> 
Slnith<NE) 
Spratt 
stGermain. 
staggers 
stangeland 
Stark 
stokes 
stratton 
studda 
Stump 
81Ji1t 
Tallon 
Traxler 
Vento 
Volkmer 
Walgren 
Walker 
Waxman 
Weber 
Wheat 
Whitley 
Whittaker 
Winn 
Wirth 
Wolpe 
Yates 
Young<A.K) 
Zablocki 

Chandler 
Chappell 
Chapple 
Cheney 
Clarke 
Clinger 
Coats
Coelho 
Collins 
Conable 
Conte 
Courter 
Craig 
Crane, Daniel 
Crane, Philip 
Dannemeyer 
Dasehle 
Davis 
de !a Garza 

Derrick 
De Wine 
DlcJdn8on 
Dlcb 
Dixon 
Dorpn 
Dreier 
DuDcan 
Dwyer 
DymaUy 
0,.00 
Early 
Edwards {AL) 

Ec:hral"da <OK> 
EneHah 
Erlenbom 
Pucell 
Perraro 
P!edler 
Plelds 
Plah 
PIJppo 
Poley 
Ponythe 
Prank 
Pnnklfn 
Prost 
Puqua 
Gaydos 
Oeku 
Gephardt 
Gilman 
Gonzalez 
Goodling 
Gradiaon 
Gramm 
Green. 
Greg 
Guarini 
BaD. Ralph 
HaD. Sam 
Hance 
Banaen<ID> 
Hamen<UT~ 
Hatcher 
Hawkina 
Hayes 
Hightower 
Bller 
HIIlia 
Holt 
Horton 
Howard 
Hoyer 
Huckaby 
HUnter 
Hutto 
Hyde 
Ireland 
Jeffords 
Johnson 
Jonea<OK> 
Jones<TN> 
Kazen 
Kemp 
Kogovsek 
Kolter 

Biaggi 
Corcoran 
Ford CTN> 
Gibbons 
Hanison 

Kostmayer Puneli 
~ Rana"el 
Latta Reeula 
Leath Reid 
Lehman (F'L) RJchudson 
Leland Rinaldo 
Lent Ritter 
Levine Robinson 
Lewfa <CA> Rodino 
Lewfa (F'L) Roe 
Llvfnpton Roemer 
Lloyd Rotren 
Loeffler :ao.e 
loona" <LA> Roth 
Lott Roukema 
Lowery <CA> Schaefer 
LuJan Schulze 
Lund1ne Schumer 
Lu.naren Selberltnc 
Mack Shannon 
MacKay Sharp 
Madfean Sbaw 
Marlenee Sh1111l1J&Y 
Kan1ott. Shuster 
Marlin afC> 8J8I8ky 
Marlin (}IJY) Skeen 
Kartfnez Smith (F'L) 
Kavroulea: 8lnith <NJ) 
Kazzoli Smith. Denny 
KcCain Smith. Robert 
)(eCancfleg Snowe 
McCollum Snyder 
lfcCurdy Solazz 
:McDade Solomon 
MeEwen Spence 
McGrath Stenholm 
llcKeman 8uDdqujst 
McNulty 8ynar 
MJca Tauzin 
Michel Taylor 
Mineta Thomas <CA> 
Molinari Thomas <GA> 
Montgomery Torres 
Moody Torricelli 
Moore Tcnrna 
Moorhead Udall 
Morrison <W A> Valentme 
Mrazek Vander Jagt · 
Murtha Vocanovieh 
Myers · Watldna 
Neal Weaver 
Nelson Wei88 
Nlcbols Whitehurst 
Nielson Whitten 
O'Brien WIWams <MT> 
O'Neill WDlfams <OH> 
Olin Wilson 
Ort1z Wise 
Packard WoU 
Parris Wortley 
Patman Wright 
Patterson Wyden 
Petri Wylie 
Pickle Yatron 
Porter Young <PL> 
Price Young <MO> 
Pritchard Zscha.u 

NOT VOTING-14 
Hartnett 
Heftel 
Hopkins 
Luken 
MeKlnney 

0 1550 

Paahayan 
Sawyer 
Tauke 
Vandergriff 

Mr. BERMAN and Mr. DIXON 
changed their votes from "aye" to 
"no." 

Messrs. GLICKMAN, TRAXLER, 
and wm'rrAKER changed their 
votes from .. no" to "aye.'' 

Sothemnenmnentwurejected. 
The result of the vote wu an

nounced u above recorded 
ABNOUNCEII:DT BY THE CHAIR1fAJ( PRO 

TBIIPORE 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The 
Chair would announce that there are 
91 amendments pending to this bill, 
and the sooner the House is in order, 
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the sooner we can get on with the 
amendments. 

0 1600 
Are there further amendments to 

the bill? If not, the question is on the 
amendment in the nature of a substi
tute. 

The amendment in the nature of a 
substitute was agreed to. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. 
Under the rule, the Committee rises. 

Accordingly the Committee rose; 
and the Speaker pro tempore <Mr. 
FoLEY) having assumed the chair, Mr. 
BARNARD, Chairman pro tempore of 
the Committee of the Whole House on 
the State of the Union, reported that 
that Committee, having had under 
consideration the bill <H.R. 1010) to 
amend the Mineral Leasing Act of 
1920 with respect to the movement of 
coal, including the movement of coal 
over public lands, and for other pur
poses, pursuant to House Resolution 
309, he reported the bill back to the 
House with an amendment adopted by 
the Committee of the Whole. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 
the rule, the previous question is or
dered. 

The question is on the amendment. 
The amendment was agreed to. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 

question is on the engrossment and 
third reading of the bill. 

The bill. was ordered to be engrossed 
and read a third time, and was read 
the third time. 
MOTION TO RECOIIIIIT OFFERED BY MR. SNYDER 

Mr. SNYDER. Mr. Speaker, I offer a 
motion to recommit. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is the 
gentleman opposed to the bill? 

Mr. SNYDER. Yes, Mr. Speaker, I 
am. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Clerk will report the motion to recom
mit. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Mr. SNYDER moves to recommit the bill, 

H.R. 1010, to the Committee on Public 
Works and Transportation and the Commit
tee on Interior and Insular Affairs. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. With
out objection, the previous question is 
ordered on the motion to recommit. 

There was no objection. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 

question is on the motion to recommit. 
The motion to recommit was reject

ed. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 

question is on the passage of the bill. 
Mr. SNYDER. Mr. Chairman, on 

that I demand the yeas and nays. 
The yeas and nays were ordered. 
The vote was taken by electronic 

device, and there were-yeas 182, nays 
235, not voting 16, as follows: 

Ackerman 
Akaka 

[Roll No. 3571 

YEAS-182 
Albosta 
Alexander 

Anderson 
Andrews <NC> 

Andrews <TX> 
Annunzlo 
Archer 
Badham 
Bartlett 
Bates 
Beilenson 
Bllirak1a 
Boggs 
Boland 
Borski 
Bosco 
Breaux 
Britt 
Brown<CA> 
Brown<CO> 
Broyhill 
Burton <IN> 
Carney 
Chandler 
Chapple 
Cheney 
Clarke 
Clinger 
Coats 
Coelho 
Conable 
Conyers 
Courter 
Crane, Daniel 
Crane, Philip 
Dannemeyer 
Daschle 
Davis 
de la Garza 
Ding ell 
Donnelly 
Dreier 
Dwyer 
Dymally 
Early 
Edwards <OK> 
English 
Erlenbom 
Fascell 
Ferraro 
Fiedler 
Fields 
Fish 
Foglletta 
Forsythe 
Frank 
Franklin 
Fuqua 
Gingrich 
Gonzalez 
Gradlson 
Gramm 
Gray 

Addabbo 
Anthony 
Applegate 
As pin 
AuCoin 
Barnard 
Barnes 
Bateman 
Bedell 
Bennett 
Bereuter 
Berman 
Bethune 
Bevill 
Bllley 
Boehlert 
Boner 
Bonior 
Bonker 
Boucher 
Boxer 
Broomfield 
Bryant 
Burton<CA> 
Byron 
Campbell 
Carper 
Carr 
Chappell 
Clay 
Coleman <MO> 
Coleman <TX> 
Collins 
Conte 

Green 
Gregg 
Guarini 
Hall, Sam 
Hance 
Hansen<UT> 
Hawkins 
Hayes 
Hightower 
Hiler 
Holt 
Howard 
Huckaby 
Hunter 
Hutto 
Ireland 
Johnson 
Jones <NC> 
Jones<OK> 
Kazen 
Kostmayer 
Lagomarsino 
Leath 
Lehman<FL> 
Leland 
Levine 
Levitas 
Lewis <FL> 
Livingston 
Loeffler 
Long<LA> 
Lott 
Lowery<CA> 
Lujan 
Lundine 
Lungren 
Mack 
MacKay 
Marriott 
Martin <NC> 
Martin<NY> 
Martinez 
Mavroules 
McCain 
McCandless 
McCollum 
McCurdy 
McGrath 
McKernan 
McNulty 
Mica 
Michel 
Min eta 
Montgomery 
Moody 
Moore 
Moorhead 
Neal 
Nelson 

NAYS-235 
Cooper 
Coughlin 
Coyne 
Craig 
Crockett 
D 'Amours 
Daniel 
Daub 
Dellums 
Derrick 
De Wine 
Dickinson 
Dicks 
Dixon 
Dorgan 
Dowdy 
Downey 
Duncan 
Durbin 
Dyson 
Eckart 
Edgar 
Edwards <AL> 
Edwards <CA> 
Emerson 
Erdreich 
Evans <IA> 
Evans <IL> 
Fazio 
Feighan 
Flippo 
Florio 
Foley 
Ford <MI> 

Nielson 
Ortiz 
Packard 
Panetta 
Parris 
Patman 
Petri 
Pickle 
Porter 
Pritchard 
Pursell 
Rangel 
Ritter 
Robinson 
Rodino 
Roe 
Roemer 
Rose 
Roth 
Roukema 
Sawyer 
Schaefer 
Schulze 
Schumer 
Seiberling 
Shannon 
Sharp 
Shaw 
Shumway 
Smith<FL> 
Smith <IA> 
Smith, Denny 
Smith, Robert 
Snowe 
Solarz 
StGermain 
Stenholm 
Sundquist 
Synar 
Tauzin 
Thomas<CA> 
Towns 
Udall 
Valentine 
VanderJagt 
Vucanovich 
Walgren 
Watkins 
Weiss 
Wilson 
Wolf 
Wortley 
Wright 
Young<AK> 
Young<FL> 
Young<MO> 
Zablocki 
Zschau 

Fowler 
Frost 
Garcia 
Gaydos 
Gejdenson 
Gekas 
Gephardt 
Gilman 
Glickman 
Goodling 
Gore 
Gunderson 
Hall <IN> 
Hall<OH> 
Hall, Ralph 
Hamilton 
Hammerschmidt 
Hansen<ID> 
Harkin 
Hatcher 
Hefner 
Hertel 
Hillls 
Horton 
Hoyer 
Hubbard 
Hughes 
Hyde 
Jacobs 
Jeffords 
Jenkins 
Jones<TN> 
Kaptur 
Kasich 

Kastenmeier 
Kemp 
Kennelly 
Klldee 
Kindness 
Kogovsek 
Kolter 
Kramer 
LaFalce 
Lantos 
Latta 
Leach 
Lehman<CA> 
Lent 
Levin 
Lewls<CA> 
Lipinski 
Lloyd 
Long<MD> 
Lowry<WA> 
Madigan 
Markey 
Marlenee 
Martin <IL> 
Matsui 
Mazzoll 
McCloskey 
McDade 
McEwen 
McHugh 
McKinney 
Mikulski 
Miller <CA> 
Miller <OH> 
Minish 
Mitchell 
Moakley 
Molinari 
Mollohan 
Morrison <CT> 
Morrison <WA> 
Mrazek 
Murphy 
Murtha 
Natcher 

Nichols 
Nowak 
O'Brien 
Oakar 
Oberstar 
Obey 
Olin 
Ottinger 
Owens 
Oxley 
Patterson 
Paul 
Pease 
Penny 
Pepper 
Perkins 
Price 
Quillen 
Rahall 
Ratchford 
Ray 
Regula 
Reid 
Richardson 
Ridge 
Rinaldo 
Roberts 
Rogers 
Rostenkowski 
Rowland 
Roybal 
Rudd 
Russo 
Sabo 
Savage 
Scheuer 
Schneider 
Schroeder 
Sensenbrenner 
Shelby 
Shuster 
Sikorski 
Siljander 
Simon 
Sisisky 

Skeen 
Skelton 
Slattery 
Smith<NE> 
Smith(NJ> 
Snyder 
Solomon 
Spence 
Spratt 
Staggers 
Stangeland 
Stark 
Stokes 
Stratton 
Studds 
Stump 
Swift 
Tallon 
Taylor 
Thomas<GA> 
Torres 
Torricelli 
Traxler 
Vento 
Volkmer 
Walker 
Waxman 
Weaver 
Weber 
Wheat 
Whitehurst 
Whitley 
Whittaker 
Whitten 
Wllllams <MT> 
Williams <OH> 
Wlnn 
Wirth 
Wise 
Wyden 
Wylie 
Yates 
Yatron 

NOT VOTING-16 
Biaggl 
Brooks 
Corcoran 
Ford<TN> 
Frenzel 
Gibbons 

Harrison 
Hartnett 
Heftel 
Hopkins 
Luken 
Myers 
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Pashayan 
Tauke 
Vandergriff 
Wolpe 

The Clerk announced the following 
pairs: 

On this vote: 
Mr. Vandergriff for, with Mr. Harrison 

against. 
Mr. Hopkins for, with Mr. Hartnett 

against. 
Mr. Brooks for, with Mr. Corcoran 

against. 

Mrs. COLLINS and Mr. SAVAGE 
changed their votes from "yea" to 
"nay." 

Mr. McKERNAN changed his vote 
from "nay" to "yea." 

So the bill was not passed. 
The result of the vote was an

nounced as above recorded. 
A motion to reconsider was laid on 

the table. 
PARLIAMENTARY INQUIRY 

Mr. SNYDER. Mr. Speaker, I have a 
parliamentary inquiry. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
gentleman will state it. 

Mr. SNYDER. Mr. Speaker, I could 
not hear. Was the motion to reconsid
er laid on the table? 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
gentleman is correct. 

Mr. WOLPE. Mr. Speaker, I inad
vertently was off the floor when the 
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vote on the final passage of H.R. 1010, 
the coal slurry legislation, was taken. 
Had I been present, I would have 
voted in opposition to the final pas
sage of that legislation. 

GENERAL LEAVE 
Mr. UDALL. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent that all Members 
may have 5legislative days in which to 
revise and extend their remarks and 
include extraneous material based on 
the debate which was just concluded 
on H.R. 1010. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is 
there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from Arizona? 

There was no objection. 

PERMISSION FOR COMMITTEE 
ON RULES TO FILE CERTAIN 
PRIVILEGED REPORTS 
Mr. MOAKLEY. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent that the Commit
tee on Rules may have until midnight 
tonight, September 27, to file certain 
privileged reports. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is 
there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from Massachusetts? 

0 1620 
Mr. DENNY SMITH. Reserving the 

right to object, Mr. Speaker, I would 
just inquire of the gentleman: Has this 
been cleared with the minority? 

Mr. MOAKLEY. Will the gentleman 
yield? 

Mr. DENNY SMITH. I yield to the 
gentleman from Massachusetts. 

Mr. MOAKLEY. Mr. Speaker, if the 
gentleman will yield, this request has 
been discussed with the House leader
ship on both sides of the aisle and 
with representatives of the minority 
from our committee. I am advised that 
there is no objection. 

Mr. DENNY SMITH. Mr. Speaker, I 
thank the gentleman, and I withdraw 
my reservation of objection. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is 
there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from Massachusetts? 

There was no objection. 

PERMISSION FOR SUBCOMMIT
TEE ON ENVIRONMENT, 
ENERGY, AND NATURAL RE
SOURCES OF COMMITTEE ON 
GOVERNMENT OPERATIONS 
TO SIT TOMORROW, WEDNES
DAY, SEPTEMBER 28, 1983, 
DURING 5-MINUTE RULE 
Mr. SYNAR. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent that the Subcom
mittee on. Environment, Energy, and 
Natural Resources of the Committee 
on Government Operations be permit
ted to sit while the House is reading 
for amendment under the 5-minute 
rule on Wednesday, September 28, 
1983. 

11-059 0-87-9 (Pt. 19) 

The minority has been advised of 
the request and it is my understanding 
that they have no objection. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is 
there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from Oklahoma? 

There was no objection. 

PERMISSION FOR COMMITTEE 
ON FOREIGN AFFAIRS TO FILE 
REPORT ON HOUSE JOINT 
RESOLUTION 364 
Mr. ZABLOCKI. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent that the Commit
tee on Foreign Affairs may have until 
midnight tonight, September 27, 1983, 
to file a report on House Joint Resolu
tion 364. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is 
there objection to the request of ·the 
gentleman from Wisconsin? 

There was no objection. 

CONFERENCE REPORT ON H.R. 
3263, MILITARY CONSTRUC
TION APPROPRIATIONS, 1984 
Mr. HEFNER. Mr. Speaker, I call up 

the conference report on the bill <H.R. 
3263) making appropriations for mili
tary construction for the Department 
of Defense for the fiscal year ending 
September 30, 1984, and for other pur
poses. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu

ant to the rule, the conference report 
is considered as having been read. 

(For conference report and state
ment, see proceedings of the House of 
September 22, 1983.) 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
gentleman from North Carolina <Mr. 
HEFNER> will be recognized for 30 min
utes, and the gentleman from Ohio 
<Mr. REGULA) will be recogitized for 30 
minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from North Carolina <Mr. HEFNER). 

Mr. HEFNER. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Speaker, first of all, I would like 
to thank the subcommittee for being a 
very bipartisan committee which 
worked very hard on this particular 
bill. I would like to thank the staff 
and the ranking minority member, the 
gentleman from Ohio <Mr. REGULA), 
and the conferees who worked very 
hard to bring to this body a confer
ence report which we think is worthy 
of the support of this body. 

Mr. Speaker, we are presenting 
today the conference report on H.R. 
3263, providing for military construc
tion for the fiscal year 1984. The con
ference agreement recommends $7.1 
billion, which is approximately $1.5 
billion below the President's request. 
The recommended program is $136 
million below the Senate recommenda
tion and $142 million above the 
amount recommended by the House. 
We are, in fact, almost exactly be-

tween the House and Senate reported 
amounts. 

The conference agreement is also 
$400 million below the reported 302 
budget allocations. 

I wish to point out that, even with 
the various reductions agreed to by 
the conferees, the proposed military 
construction bill will be the largest 
ever sent to the President. It provides 
a wide range of improvements, both to 
the readiness of our Armed Forces and 
to the quality of living and working 
conditions for the men and women in 
the military. 

The House and the Senate have 
carefully reviewed and made reduc
tions to the proposed military con
struction program. Because of this, I 
believe we have brought forward a bill 
that can generate the grass roots sup
port that is needed to bolster our de
fense posture. Large defense expendi
tures can be supported if Members of 
Congress and their electorate feel that 
we can justify every expenditure, no 
matter how small. 

The conference agreement will pro
vide a military construction and 
family housing program that has more 
than 1,500 construction projects in the 
United States and around the world. 
The U.S. construction business will 
benefit through the creation of more 
than 200,000 direct and indirect indus
try jobs. In all, more than $4 billion 
will be spent at hundreds of U.S. bases 
in virtually every State. 

I would like to briefly highlight the 
major agreements reached by the con
ferees: 

MX MISSILE SYSTEM 

The conferees agreed to only fund 
proposed MX-related construction 
projects that are at a high state of 
design. These construction funds are 
not to be obligated until Congress has 
voted the procurement funds for the 
missile. 

The MX construction recommended 
by the conferees is essentially for 
maintenance, training, and testing fa
cilities not located at the deployment 
site. 

AIR BASE UPGRADE IN TURKEY 

The conference agreement provides 
funds for the upgrade and construc
tion of two air bases in eastern 
Turkey. These facilities will greatly 
improve defense capabilities in the 
southern flank of NATO. 

AIR BASE UPGRADE IN HONDURAS 

Last year Congress authorized the 
upgrade of two airfields in Honduras 
but appropriations for only one facili
ty were approved. The conferees have 
agreed to provide the $8 million 
needed to improve the other facility 
located at La Ceiba, Honduras. 

RAS BANAS, EGYPT 

The conferees agreed to rescind $91 
million appropriated last year for an 
Army I Air Force facility upgrade at 
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Ras Banas, · Egypt. However, report 
language states that once the Defense 
Department puts together a clear defi
nition of the recently revised program 
at Ras Banas, the plan will be consid
ered again during a future supplemen
tal request from the President. 

tJIOIUDGETBD ITDIS 

The conference agreement recom
mends that several unbudgeted 
projects be approved through the use 
of appropriations rather than through 
savings as proposed by the Senate. 
The conferees deleted both House and 
Senate projects that were not at a suf
ficient level of design. Projects that 
have been deferred should be request
ed in either supplemental or fiscal 
year 1985 requests once design has 
proceeded to the 35 percent level. 

Mr. Speaker, in conclusion we are 
proud to send this bill to the President 
prior to the start of the fiscal year. 
The appropriations before us recom
mend a balanced program that takes 
into account our defense priorities and 
the resources available to meet these 
needs. I recommend, therefore, ap
proval of the conference report. 

At this time I yield to the ranking 
minority member, the gentleman from 
Ohio <Mr. REGULA), who has worked 
very diligently and whose expertise 
has been invaluable to us in putting 
together not only this bill but this 
conference report. 
Mr. REGULA. Mr. Speaker, I yield 

myself such time as I may consume 
and thank the gentleman from North 
Carolina <Mr. HEFNER). 

I would add that I, too, rise in strong 
support of the conference report. 

I think it was interesting to note 
that the Members of the House from 
both sides of the aisle were all in at
tendance at the conference. We 
worked very closely together under 
the leadership of the gentleman from 
North Carolina in diligently protecting 
the House position. 

I think that can be recognized by 
the fact that the total amount of 
money provided in this conference 
report is less than in the bill in the 
other body. 

I would say in the case of both 
Houses that hard work went into the 
original bills as well as the conference 
report. 

Today it is easy for people to say 
that military spending is out of hand, 
that there is no concern for the dollars 
that are put into our military activi
ties. I would point out that as a result 
of the committee action in the House 
and the other body and in the confer
ence, this bill is $1.6 billion, or about 
18 percent less than was requested by 
the President. 

I think that clearly says that in each 
instance we took each project to 
insure that it was a cost-effective ex
penditure of public funds. 

I would also point out that while it is 
a temptation to pork barrel bills of 

this type involving construction, in 
fact, no project was put into this bill 
unless the design work was at least 30-
percent completed. 

This was an effort to make sure that 
any projects that would be funded 
would have adequate design and would 
obviously be very necessary for our 
Military Establishment by virtue of 
having been up to 30 percent in 
design. 

0 1630 
It is not a very glamorous responsi

bility to deal with military construc
tion but I would point out a couple of 
things. 

No. 1, construction is on the cutting 
edge Qf weapons systems. You cannot 
beddown B-l's, you cannot beddown 
weapons systems unless you first put 
construction in place. 

Therefore, while it is not glamorous, 
it is absolutely vital to a cost-effective 
military program and it has to have a 
lead time in terms of construction of 2 
to 3 years. 

So we are out front as far as dealing 
with new weapons systems. 

Second, construction has a profound 
impact on the morale of our service 
people. 

We deal with the nuts and bolts, the 
workplace, the quality of life in terms 
of the situation in which we call upon 
our servicemen and women to work 
and in which they live. 

As we in these United States support 
and wish to maintain a volunteer force 
in our military services, it becomes ab
solutely essential that in order to 
retain qualified people and attract new 
individuals to enlist in the services we 
do have to have good programs in 
terms of housing, in terms of working 
and living conditions. 

Military construction, again, is a 
vital aspect of that activity. I might 
point out that in funding the various 
things such as GLCM bases in Europe, 
COBS in Turkey and other places that 
we went to a barebones concept. We 
tried to avoid the frills. We tried to 
put the money where it would be ef
fective in producing results. 

I would emphasize something that I 
know is of concern to our Members 
and to the people of this Nation and 
that is that we need greater contribu
tions from our allies. 

In conference report we set forth 
the requirements that our allies take a 
greater share of responsibility for 
funding bases in Europe and for fund
ing bases in Japan. 

For example, we provide initial fund
ing for a new contingent of F-16's at 
Misawa. It becomes more important in 
light of the events surrounding KAL 
flight 007. It is in the north end of 
that island. It is important. 

We also provide that the Japanese 
Government has to participate in a 
meaningful way in this construction if 
it is to go forward. 

I mention these items because I 
want to assure those of you who are 
voting on these programs that we are 
putting pressure on NATO and on the 
country of Japan to take a larger 
share of the responsibility for free 
world security. 

I certainly would recommend to all 
of you support for this bill. It passed 
the House on a voice vote. I think that 

· reflected an understanding on the part 
of our colleagues that we did work 
hard to get this under budget and to 
make sure that every item in here was 
a cost-effective use of our available de
fense dollars. 

Again I compliment the chairman 
for his leadership in achieving these 
results. I think it does the job and I 
think it does it in a very effective way 
in providing facilities needed for the 
future, recognizing that we have to 
build good morale among our service 
people and it is our way of appreciat
ing what they do to make this Nation 
secure. 

I urge the Members of this body to 
give this conference report their 
strong support. 

Mr. HEFNER. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
such time as he may consume to the 
gentleman from Florida. 

Mr. HUTTO. I thank the gentleman 
for yielding. 

Mr. Speaker, I want to commend the 
chairman and the ranking minority 
member of the Subcommittee on Ap
propriations for doing a very fine job 
on the military construction appro
priations conference report. 

I want to ask a question of the chair
man. I think I understood the gentle
man correctly but I am not quite sure. 

I know that in the authorization 
conference report there are a number 
of projects authorized contingent 
upon savings. 

As I understand it, the gentleman's 
subcommittee, and I can understand 
why, took some of these and appropri
ated for them but then others they 
left off. As I understand it it was be
cause they were at less than 35 per
cent design. Is that correct? 

Mr. HEFNER. We had an agreement 
on the subcommittee that any project 
that was not at least at the 35-percent 
design level we would not fund. 

Now once these projects become 35-
percent design-they then can be 
funded in either the 1985 budget re
quest or they can be included in a 1984 
supplemental. If it is deemed to be ab
solutely necessary, and construction 
funding can be obligated in fiscal year 
1984 they could be included in a repro
granting request. 

Mr. HUTTO. If I may ask the chair
man, is it his opinion that if some of 
these projects become 35 percent of 
design stage, that they then could be 
funded from the savings or would the 
services have to come back to the sub-
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committee or to the Congress on this 
issue? 

Mr. HEFNER. If the gentleman will 
yield further, they would have to come 
back to the committee for approval. 

Mr. HUTTO. But could they do 
that? 

Mr. HEFNER. If they are able to be 
started in fiscal year 1984, the Depart
ment could request supplemental or 
reprogramlng approval. 

Mr. HUTTO. For reprogramlng by 
the gentleman's subcommittee? 

Mr. HEFNER. Yes. 
Mr. HUTTO. Or by the full Commit-

tee on Appropriations? 
Mr. HEFNER. By the subcommittee. 
Mr. HUTTO. I thank the gentleman. 
Mr. REGULA. Mr. Speaker, I yield 

such time as he may consume to the 
gentleman from Oklahoma <Mr. ED
WARDS). 

Mr. EDWARDS of Oklahoma. Mr. 
Speaker, I thank the gentleman for 
yielding. 

Let me say I have never in the years 
I have been in the House worked on 
any subcommittee which did a better 
job on and analyzing every request for 
spending that came before it and in
sisting upon full justification for that 
spending. 

From a defense standpoint, those of 
us who are concerned about a strong 
defense and the morale of the people 
in the service, this is the largest mili
tary construction appropriation with 
which we have dealt. 

But from a fiscal standpoint, I think 
here we can particularly compliment 
the committee, from a fiscal stand
point we are bringing to you a bill that 
is not only $1.6 billion under the Presi
dent's request but it is $118 million 
under the 1983 totals in spending. 

I would personally compliment both 
the chairman, Mr. HEFNER, and the 
ranking member, Mr. REGULA, and the 
professional staff, Terry Peel and 
Mark Murray, for the work they did 
on this bill. I believe the Members of 
this House can easily justify and sup
port not only the money that we 
spend in this bill, every dime on every 
project, but as well can justify the 
things that were cut out of this bill. 

Mr. Speaker, I also want to thank 
the chairman because in the confer
ence with the Senate, the House Mem
bers, under the chairman's leadership, 
stood absolutely firm for some of the 
hard line decisions we made. 

I think as a result of that we have a 
conference report that we can bring 
here that every Member of the House 
can vote for and be proud of. 

Mr. HEFNER. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
such time as he may consume to the 
gentleman from California <Mr. 
FAZIO). , 

Mr. FAZIO. I thank the gentleman 
for yielding. 

I would like to echo the remarks of 
the gentleman from Oklahoma <Mr. 
EDWARDS). The chairman, Mr. HEFNER, 

and the ranking minority member, Mr. 
REGULA, deserve the thanks of the 
entire membership for the responsible 
and prudent way in which they man
aged this legislation and brought it to 
the floor. They have fulfilled their re
sponsibilities that this body has to our 
men and women in the military and 
have done it under budget. Also, I note 
that the bill will be sent to the Presi
dent prior to the start of the fiscal 
year. 

I would particularly like to congratu
late the chairman on the emphasis he 
placed, along with Mr. REGULA, on the 
quality of life issues for the people 
who serve both in this country and 
overseas. 

There are over 32,000 new barracks 
available for our men and women in 
uniform in this bill. We provided for 
the health care facilities and other 
kinds of recreational aspects of mili
tary life which have too often been 
overlooked. 

One other thing that I know will be 
very important to many Members is 
that the committee has taken action 
to insure that the work we do in 
NATO, within the NATO infrastruc
ture, is done in a manner in which the 
European nations are expected to 
share a larger share of the defense 
burden. 

We are not doing things in this bill 
which can be done more appropriately 
by the host nations. We are doing es
sential things that we know need to be 
done for the benefit of our men and 
women and for the security of Europe. 

But the chairman <Mr. HEFNER) is 
keeping a tight leash on our allies in 
regard to the sometimes overly gener
ous funding that we have provided 
them and allowed them to have per
haps more latitude in their own budg
ets than we would think appropriate. 

The fact that we brought that to an 
end in this bill I think is something 
most Members on this floor can take 
some pride in. 

I would like to thank the chairman 
for the leadership he has provided in 
bringing the conference report to the 
floor today. 

0 1640 
Mr. McCURDY. Mr. Speaker, will 

the gentleman yield? 
Mr. HEFNER. I yield to the gentle

man from Oklahoma. 
Mr. McCURDY. I thank the gentle

man for yielding. 
Mr. Speaker, I just wanted to again 

compliment the chairman of the sub
committee for the superb job that he 
has done. He has taken the time to in
spect many of the military facilities in 
this country and it is a very time-com
suming effort and one that takes a tre
mendous amount of energy and dili
gence. I appreciate the hard work that 
the chairman has done. 

Again, I encourage him to continue 
the efforts throughout the continental 

United States and throughout the 
world. Certainly I think the people 
who are very much concerned about 
our national security owe a debt of 
gratitude to the chairman. 
e Mr. GONZALEZ. Mr. Speaker, I am 
proud to sponsor the pending resolu
tion which would authorize the Presi
dent of the United States to proclaim 
the week beginning May 13, 1984, as 
"Municipal Clerk's Week." The pur
pose of this resolution is to recognize 
and honor on a nationwide basis those 
who bear the title of municipal clerk. 
The International Institute of Munici
pal Clerks, representing thousands of 
our Nation's most established profes
sional public servants, has endorsed 
such recognition and has set aside this 
special week in honor of this group. 

As a matter of historical perspective, 
the municipal clerk goes back to pre
Biblical times. The ancient cities of 
Greece had their own city secretary 
whose primary duty was to read aloud 
official documents. The office of clerk 
can be traced back to the Middle Ages 
where, initially, a clerk was any 
member of a religious order. This was 
derived from the word "cleric" or 
"clergyman." Our early American 
colonists established the office of clerk 
and it quickly became a way of life. 

Mr. Speaker, since the earliest days, 
municipal clerks have been at the 
heart of virtually all the official acts 
of local government, representing the 
tie between government and citizen, 
the result of which has been the or
derly maintenance of public records 
without which local government could 
not exist. 

While Municipal Clerk's Week has 
been recognized annually by many 
State and local governments, it has 
not been recognized on a national 
level. I feel it is time that we make 
this observance to call attention to the 
historical relationship of this position 
to our democratic form of government; 
its importance in the operation of gov
ernment affairs; and the numerous 
services through which we benefit 
that are provided by this office. 

At this time, I urge adoption of the 
resolution.e 
e Mr. LAGOMARSINO. Mr. Speaker, 
I want to commend the gentleman 
from North Carolina and the members 
of the conference committee, who 
have done an excellent job of balanc
ing the constraints of a recovering 
economy on the one hand with the 
continuing threats to world peace on 
the other. We often fail to appreciate 
how important a role our Armed 
Forces and weapons systems play in 
keeping the peace, but I think it is evi
dent that judicious outlays today can 
avoid the far more costly alternative 
of a war tomorrow. 

This bill and report represent the 
minimum needed to maintain our 
readiness and provide the incentive to 
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our allies to share their part of the 
burden. Equally important. it provides 
the President with the minimum 
needed to negotiate effectively with 
the Soviets on arms control. as his re
marks to the U.N. General Assembly 
yesterday demonstrated. 

We often overlook the positive effect 
of military expenditures on the econo
my. The dollars appropriated in this 
bill will mean many thousands of new 
jobs for American workers. I am par
ticularly grateful to the committee for 
including needed funds for the space 
shuttle and MX testing programs at 
Vandenberg. and for needed facilities 
at other bases in Ventura County. in
cluding the new Naval Regional Medi
cal Center at Port Hueneme. 

I urge all Members to support the 
conference report.e 

Mr. HEFNER. Mr. Speaker. I have 
no further requests for time. and I 
yield back the balance of my time. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore <Mr. 
FoLEY). Without objection. the previ
ous question is ordered on the confer
ence report. 

There was no objection. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 

question is on the conference report. 
The conference report was agreed to. 
A motion to reconsider was laid on 

the table. 
AIIENDIIENTS IN DISAGREEMENT 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Clerk will designate the first amend
ment in disagreement. 

The amendment reads as follows: 
Senate amendment No. 7: Page 3, line 10, 

strike out "$1,374,751,000" and insert 
"$1,502,491,000". 

IIOTION OFFERED BY MR. HEFNER 

Mr. HEFNER. Mr. Speaker. I offer a 
motion. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Mr. HEFNER moves that the House recede 

from its disagreement to the amendment of 
the Senate numbered 7 and concur therein 
with an amendment, as follows: In lieu of 
the sum proposed by said amendment, 
insert the following: "Provided, That none 
of the funds made available for airfield im
provements in Honduras may be obligated 
until the Committees on Appropriations 
have been notified as to the complete U.S. 
construction plan for the region, 
$1,501,993,000". 

Mr. HEFNER <during the reading). 
Mr. Speaker. I ask unanimous consent 
that the motion be considered as read 
and printed in the RECORD. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is 
there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from North Carolina? 

There was no objection. 
The motion was agreed to. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 

Clerk will designate the next amend
ment in disagreement. 

The amendment reads as follows: 
Senate amendment No. 15: Page 4, line 24, 

strike out "$65,127,000" and insert 
"$59,300,000". 

MOTION OFFERED BY MR. HEFNER 

Mr. HEFNER. Mr. Speaker. I offer a 
motion. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Mr. HEFNER moves that the House recede 

from its disagreement to the amendment of 
the Senate numbered 15 and concur therein 
with an amendment, as follows: In lieu of 
the sum proposed by said amendment insert 
"$67 ,620,000". 

Mr. HEFNER (during the reading). 
Mr. Speaker. I ask unanimous consent 
that the motion be considered as read 
and printed in the RECORD. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is 
there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from North Carolina? 

There was no objection. 
The motion was agreed to. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 

Clerk will designate the next amend
ment in disagreement. 

The amendment reads as follows: 
Senate amendment No. 21: Page 5, line 20, 

strike out "$28,795,000" and insert 
"$26,810,000". 

MOTION OFFERED BY MR. HEFNER 

Mr. HEFNER. Mr. Speaker. I offer a 
motion. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Mr. HEFNER moves that the House recede 

from its disagreement to the amendment of 
the Senate numbered 21 and concur therein 
with an amendment, as follows: In lieu of 
the sum proposed by said amendment insert 
"$30,605,000". 

Mr. HEFNER (during the reading). 
Mr. Speaker. I ask unanimous consent 
that the motion be considered as read 
and printed in the RECORD. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is 
there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from North Carolina? 

There was no objection. 
The motion was agreed to. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 

Clerk will designate the next amend
ment in disagreement. 

The amendment reads as follows: 
Senate amendment No. 53: Page 12, strike 

out lines 10 to 17, inclusive. 
MOTION OFFERED BY MR. HEFNER 

Mr. HEFNER. Mr. Speaker. I offer a 
motion. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Mr. HEFNER moves that the House recede 

from its disagreement to the amendment of 
the Senate numbered 53 and concur therein 
with an amendment, as follows: Restores 
the matter striken by said amendment, 
amended to read as follows: 

SEC. 120. None of the funds appropriated 
in this Act for F-16 beddown projects at 
Misawa, Japan, may be obligated or expend
ed unless there has been notification to the 
Committees on Appropriations that the ap
proved Government of Japan budget for 
fiscal year 1984 includes projects associated 
with the F-16 beddown as an additive over 
the level of funding provided in Japanese 
fiscal year 1983 for the facilities improve
ment program. 

Mr. HEFNER <during the reading). 
Mr. Speaker. I ask unanimous consent 
that the motion be considered as read 
and printed in the RECORD. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is 
there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from North Carolina? 

There was no objection. 
The motion was agreed to. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 

Clerk will designate the next amend
ment in disagreement. 

The amendment reads as follows: 
Senate amendment No. 55: Page 12, after 

line 17, insert: 
SEC. 118. It is the sense of the Congress 

that the Administration should call on the 
pertinent member nations of the North At
lantic Treaty Organization and on Japan to 
meet or exceed their pledges for at least a 3 
per centum real increase in defense spend
ing and furtherance of increase unity, equi
table sharing of our common defense 
burden, and international stability. 

MOTION OFFERED BY MR. HEFNER 

Mr. HEFNER. Mr. Speaker. I offer a 
motion. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Mr. HEFNER moves that the House recede 

from its disagreement to the amendment of 
the Senate numbered 55 and concur therein 
with an amendment, as follows: In lieu of 
the matter proposed by said amendment, 
insert the following: 

SEC. 121. It is the sense of the Congress 
that the Administration should call on the 
pertinent member nations of the North At
lantic Treaty Organization and on Japan to 
meet or exceed their pledges for at least a 3 
per centum real increase in defense spend
ing and furtherance of increased unity, eq
uitable sharing of our common . defense 
burden, and international stability. 

Mr. HEFNER (during the reading). 
Mr. Speaker. I ask unanimous consent 
that the motion be considered as read 
and printed in the RECORD. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is 
there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from North Carolina? 

There was no objection. 
The motion was agreed to. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 

Clerk will designate the next amend
ment in disagreement. 

The amendment reads as follows: 
Senate amendment No. 56: Page 12, after 

line 17, insert: 
SEc. 119. None of the funds appropriated 

by this Act may be available for any country 
when the President determines that the 
government of such country has failed to 
take adequate measures to prevent narcotic 
drugs or other controlled substances culti
vated or produced or processed illicitly, in 
whole or in part, in such country, or trans
ported through such country, from being 
sold illegally within the jurisdiction of such 
country to United States Government per
sonnel or their dependents, or from being 
smuggled into the United States. Such pro
hibition shall continue in force until the 
President determines and reports to the 
Congress in writing that-

(1) the government of such country has 
prepared, presented, and committed itself to 
a plan providing for the control, reduction, 
and gradual elimination of the illicit cultiva
tion, production, processing, transportation, 
and distribution of narcotic drugs and other 
controlled substances within an explicitly 
stated period of time, with implementation 
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commencing prior to the renewal of assist
ance to such country; and 

<2> the government of such country has 
taken legal and law enforcement measures 
to enforce effective suppression of the illicit 
cultivation, production, processing, trans
portation, and distribution of narcotic drugs 
and other controlled substances. 

MOTION OFFERED BY MR. HEFNER 

Mr. HEFNER. Mr. Speaker, I offer a 
motion. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Mr. HEFNER moves that the House recede 

from its disagreement to the amendment of 
the Senate numbered 56 and concur therein 
with an amendment, as follows: In lieu of 
the matter proposed by said amendment, 
insert the following: 

SEc. 122. <a> None of the funds appropri
ated in this Act may be available for any 
country if the President determines that 
the government of such country is failing to 
take adequate measures to prevent narcotic 
drugs or other controlled substances culti
vated or produced or processed illicitly, in 
whole or in part, in such country, or trans
ported through such country, from being 
sold illegally within the jurisdiction of such 
country to United States personnel or their 
dependents, or from being smuggled into 
the United States. Such prohibition shall 
continue in force until the President deter
mines and reports to the Congress in writ
ing that-

(1) the government of such country has 
prepared and committed itself to a plan pre
sented to the Secretary of State that would 
eliminate the cause or basis for the applica
tion to such country of the prohibition con
tained in the first sentence; and 

<2> the government of such country has 
taken appropriate law enforcement meas
ures to implement the plan presented to the 
Secretary of State. 

<b> The provisions of subsection <a> shall 
not apply in the case of any country with 
respect to which the President determines 
that the application of the provisions of 
such subsection would be inconsistent with 
the national security interests of the United 
States. 

Mr. HEFNER <during the reading). 
Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent 
that the motion be considered as read 
and printed in the RECORD. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is 
there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from North Carolina? 

There was no objection. 
The motion was agreed to. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 

Clerk will designate the last amend
ment in disagreement. 

The amendment reads as follows: 
Senate amendment No. 57: Page 12, after 

line 17, insert: 
SEc. 120. Of the total amount of budget 

authority provided for fiscal year 1984 by 
this Act that would otherwise be available 
for consulting services, management and 
professional services, and special studies and 
analyses, 10 per centum of the amount in
tended for such purposes in the President's 
budget for 1984, as amended, for any 
agency, department or entity subject to ap
portionment by the Executive shall be 
placed in reserve and not made available for 
obligation or expenditure; Provided, That 
this section shall not apply to any agency, 
department or entity whose budget request 

for 1984 for the purposes stated above did 
not amount to $5,000,000. 

MOTION OFFERED BY MR. HEFNER 

Mr. HEFNER. Mr. Speaker, I offer a 
motion. 

The clerk read as follows: 
Mr. HEFNER moves that the House recede 

from its disagreement to the amendment of 
the Senate numbered 57 and concur therein 
with an amendment, as follows: In lieu of 
the matter proposed by said amendment, 
insert the following: 

SEc. 123. Of the total amount of budget 
authority provided for fiscal year 1984 by 
this Act that would otherwise be available 
for consulting services, management and 
professional services, and special studies and 
analyses, 10 per centum of the amount in
tended for such purposes in the President's 
budget for 1984, as amended, for any 
agency, department or entity subject to ap
portionment by the Executive shall be 
placed in reserve and not made available for 
obligation or expenditure: Provided, That 
this section shall not apply to any agency, 
department or entity whose budget request 
for 1984 for the purposes stated above did 
not amount to $5,000,000. 

Mr. HEFNER <during the reading). 
Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent 
that the motion be considered as read 
and printed in the RECORD. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is 
there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from North Carolina? 

There was no objection. 
The motion was agreed to. 
A motion to reconsider the votes by 

which action was taken on the confer
ence report and the several motions 
was laid on the table. 

GENERAL LEAVE 
Mr. HEFNER. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent that all Members 
may have 5legislative days in which to 
revise and extend their remarks, and 
to include statistical facts, on the mat
ters discussed in connection with the 
conference report on military con
struction. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is 
there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from North Carolina. 

There was no objection. 

COMMEMORATING 25TH ANNI
VERSARY OF NATIONAL AERO
NAUTICS AND SPACE ADMINIS
TRATION 
Mrs. HALL of Indiana. Mr. Speaker, 

I ask unanimous consent that the 
Committee on Post Office and Civil 
Service be discharged from further 
consideration of the joint resolution 
<H.J. Res. 284), commemorating the 
25th anniversary of the National Aero
nautics and Space Administration, and 
ask for its immediate consideration. 

The Clerk read the title of the joint 
resolution. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is 
there objection to the request of the 
gentlewoman from Indiana? 

Mr. FUQUA. Reserving the right to 
object, Mr. Speaker, and I do not 
intend to object, I rise in support of 
this resolution and commend the Na
tional Aeronautics and Space Adminis
tration for their work. 

Mr. Speaker, over the last 25 years, 
this Nation and the world has wit
nessed a remarkable leap forward in 
scientific knowledge and technological 
capabilities. We owe much of this 
progress to America's space effort and 
the unparalleled performance by the 
National Aeronautics and Space Ad
ministration <NASA>. 

In 1958, the National Aeronautics 
and Space Act was passed by Congress 
with the objective of preserving "the 
role of the United States as a leader in 
aeronautical and space science and 
technology • • •." NASA was created 
with the charge of meeting this objec
tive and, over the past quarter centu
ry, NASA has excelled in this mission 
with accomplishment after accom-
plishment. . 

Mercury, Gemini, Apollo, skylab, 
space shuttle-these are but a few of 
NASA's accomplishments. 

We have gone beyond the confines 
of our planet and have brought back 
knowledge about the Moon, Mars, 
Venus, Saturn, Jupiter, and the far 
reaches of the universe. 

World communications have expand
ed and their cost reduced. Remote 
sensing techniques have been refined 
enabling us to monitor the Earth's 
weather and agriculture patterns and 
better locate its resources. Aeronautics 
technology has been advanced to the 
point where America's position as an 
aircraft systems manufacturer is un
matched in the world. And we now 
have a space transportation system 
that is moving us headlong into rou
tine space travel which our economy 
can use for its own commercial bene
fit. The list goes on and on. 

Yes, NASA has done well. For 25 
years, it has characterized leadership 
and excellence, and with our support, 
I am confident NASA will continue to 
meet the challenge of tomorrow as it 
has in the past. 

Today, this body meets to consider 
House Joint Resolution 284, com
memorating NASA's 25th anniversary. 
This resolution is our way of acknowl
edging NASA's contributions and 
thanking the men and women associ
ated with this agency over the years 
for their dedication and exemplary 
service. 

I urge my colleagues to join me in 
payirig tribute to one of the finest or
ganizations to serve this Nation by 
voting for this measure. 

Mr. VOLKMER. Mr. Speaker, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. FUQUA. I yield to the gentle
man from Missouri. 

Mr. VOLKMER. Mr. Speaker, I join 
with my distinguished colleague and 
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chairman of the Committee on Sci
ence and Technology in support of 
House Joint Resolution 284 commemo
rating the passage of NASA's first 25 
years. 

The achievements we have seen 
from NASA since October 11, 1958, 
represent so many milestones in our 
Nation's history. You may recall sever
al of these events: 

Pioneer 1, launched on October 11, 
1958, as NASA's first automated satel
lite in space; 

Friendship 7, the Mercury capsule 
launched July 20, 1962, which carried 
into orbit the first American space 
traveler; 

Apollo 11, the lunar module Eagle, 
which carried man to the Moon for 
the first time on July 20, 1969; 

Columbia, launched on April 12, 
1981, the first reusable space shuttle 
which propelled us into a new era in 
space transportation; 

Further, hundreds of manmade sat
ellites have performed countless ex
periments and sent back to Earth in
numerable statistics to be used in such 
areas of space application as weather 
and crop predictions and communica
tions. 

The launch of the first space trans
portation system in 1981 marked the 
beginning of a new era in space trans
portation and research. The space 
shuttle's goal of providing safe, com
fortable transport of passengers and 
cargo to and from space is well on its 
way to realization. A reusable shuttle 
will enable us to operate space labora
tories to conduct research in medical 
care, manufacturing processes, and bi
ological and life sciences. Further, 
shuttle payloads will bring us powerful 
capabilities in communications and 
navigation, in weather and agriculture 
forecasting, and in preserving our Na
tion's security. 

We have seen benefits to the public 
safety and to medical technology. To 
name a few: Space technology applied 
to brake linings, highway grooving to 
prevent skidding, and aerospace sys
tems applied to firefighting equip
ment. Medical spinoffs we can expect 
soon include a prosthetic device for 
speech problems, a mechanism to diag
nose handicapped children's walking 
problems, and a device that will auto
matically deliver medication from an 
implant. 

Mr. Speaker, the legislation before 
us gives Congress an opportunity to 
congratulate NASA for its outstanding 
work over these 25 years in aeronau
tics and space research. As chairman 
of the Subcommittee on Space Science 
and Applications, I have had the 
honor of following on a daily basis the 
activities of the organization which 
spearheads our Nation's endeavors, 
and truly the endeavors of the entire 
free world, in space. We have seen the 
fruits of NASA's efforts in many relat-

ed fields of technology, and we look 
forward to the exciting possibilities. 

One exciting possibility is the plan
ning and development of a space sta
tion-a manned, multipurpose open
ended space operating base in low 
Earth orbit. After the successes of our 
STS program, it is time to pick up an
other major space engineering initia
tive-a reusable, economic space sta
tion. 

NASA's enabling legislation is the 
National Aeronautics and Space Act of 
1958. My subcommittee has scheduled 
a series of hearings to review the basic 
policies of the act to determine wheth
er these policies will be adequate to 
guide our Nation as well in the coming 
years as they have for the past 25 and 
whether changes to the act would be 
necessary or desirable at this time. 

I urge my colleagues to adopt this 
resolution <H.J. Res. 284> introduced 
by Mr. FuQUA, designating October 1, 
1983, as the 25th anniversary of the 
National Aeronautics and Space Ad
ministration. 

Mr. BATEMAN. Mr. Speaker, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. FUQUA. Further reserving the 
right to object, I yield to the gentle
man from Virginia <Mr. BATEMAN). 

Mr. BATEMAN. I rise today in sup
port of this resolution commemorating 
the 25th anniversary of NASA with a 
certain degree of incredulity. When I 
reflect on the contributions that the 
space program has made to mankind, 
it is hard to believe that we are just 
now celebrating a 25th anniversary. 
After an examination of the list of sci
entific and technological break
throughs and spinoff benefits result
ing from NASA research and develop
ment over the last 25 years, a similar 
list of accomplishments from the cen
turies prior to this time pales in com
parison. 

At various times during these histor
ic 25 years it was fashionable in some 
circles to criticize our efforts in space. 
We constantly heard from our detrac
tors that we should stop spending bil
lions in space that should be spent for 
programs on Earth. You do not hear 
too much of this kind of criticism any
more. I believe the record of contribu
tions to mankind has become so over
whelming that even many of its harsh
est critics have been silenced. From ag
riculture to computer technology, 
medicine to communications, energy 
exploration and development, weather 
forecasting, national defense-hardly 
a single aspect of our lives has been 
untouched by the work of NASA. 

I am especially proud to be sharing 
in the celebration of the anniversary 
of NASA. The First District of Virgin
ia is host to some of the important 
work that NASA is conducting. From 
the NASA Flight Center at Wallops 
Island to the Langley Research Center 
at Hampton, NASA researchers, tech
nicians, and employees are doing in-

valuable work that is carrying on the 
NASA tradition. Indeed, some of our 
earliest pioneering air and space re
search, under the auspices of the Na
tional Advisory Committee for Aero
nautics, was done at Langley, includ
ing aerodynamic design and wind
tunnel experimentation going back to 
the 1920's. This early work inspired 
the comment at the time that, "The 
present-day American position in all 
branches of aeronautical knowledge 
can, without doubt, be attributed 
mainly to this far-seeing policy and ex
penditure on up-to-date laboratory 
equipment." 

This same attitude and commitment 
continues today at Langley and Wal
lops and NASA facilities throughout 
the country. Since those early days we 
have seen the development of a space 
program under the direction of NASA 
administrators and personnel that has 
carried us into space and back home to 
reap tremendous benefits here on 
Earth. We have extended our senses 
beyond our atmosphere to the Moon, 
to distant planets-beyond the very 
limits of our solar system. 

The 25th anniversary of the Nation
al Aeronautics and Space Administra
tion is not just the birthday of a Gov
ernment agency, it is a tribute to ana
tional vision and commitment, it is a 
salute to a remarkable partnership be
tween our Government and hundreds 
of private corporations and institu
tions and the people behind them, and 
it is a recognition of the dedication 
that we have to science, technology, 
and the betterment of the lives of our 
future generations. 

Congress and all Americans should 
take the time to reflect on NASA's last 
quarter-century of accomplishments 
and to look to the stars and imagine 
what we can achieve in the next 25 
years. 

Mr. Speaker, I thank the gentleman 
for yielding, and let me commend the 
gentleman, the chairman of our Sci
ence and Technology Committee, for 
the work, and I mean the tremendous 
work, that he has performed on behalf 
of our space programs and on behalf 
of NASA and its record of success 
through his years in this Congress. 

0 1650 
Mr. FUQUA. I thank the gentleman. 
Mr. Speaker, further reserving the 

right to object, I yield to the gentle
man from Hawaii <Mr. AKAKA>. 

Mr. AKAKA. I thank the gentleman 
for yielding. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise in support of 
House Joint Resolution 284. 

Mr. Speaker, I want to particularly 
commend NASA for its great accom
plishment in the U.S. space program. 
e Mr. LIVINGSTON. Mr. Speaker, 
October 1 is the 25th anniversary of 
the National Aeronautics and Space 
Administration, fondly known to all as 
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NASA. It is my privilege to represent 
the dedicated men and women of two 
NASA facilities in my congressional 
district, the Marshall Space Flight 
Center Michould Assembly Facility 
and the NASA Slidell Computer Com
plex. Out of respect for them and all 
of their colleagues throughout the 
NASA family, I am cosponsor of House 
Joint Resolution 284, designating Oc
tober 1, 1983, as "Twenty-Fifth Anni
versary of the National Aeronautics 
and Space Administration." 

I hope that this legislation and this 
anniversary will serve as a reminder of 
just how much NASA means to every
one of us. Our space program not 
only continued the pioneer spirit that 
built this country, but it also produces 
tangible technology that assists all of 
us in our everyday lives. Across the 
broader spectrum of advancing tech
nologies NASA provides the space 
shuttle, exploration of the solar 
system, and the application of space 
capabilities in remote sensing of land 
resources, ocean and atmospheric con
ditions. These are remarkable achieve
ments. 

As a member of the U.S. Space 
Foundation and the Congressional 
Space Caucus, I say happy anniversa
ry, NASA. And to the men and women 
of NASA I say thank you.e 
• Mr. MINETA. Mr. Speaker, it is may 
pleasure to join in the commemo
ration of the 25th anniversary of the 
National Aeronautics and Space Ad
ministration. All Americans can be 
proud of the accomplishments made 
by the men and women of NASA for 
the last quarter century. NASA has 
put the United States in the forefront 
of space exploration and played an in
tegral role in making the United 
States the leader in technological de
velopment. 

I would especially like to commend 
the Ames Research Center, one of 
NASA's leading aeronautical research 
facilities, located in Santa Clara 
County. In striving to perfect the sci
ence of flying, the Ames researchers 
have increased the safety and efficien
cy of modern aviation. In addition, 
Ames is continually working on 
projects that help us to better under
stand our environment and cope with 
the forces of nature. 

To all connected with the NASA pro
grams around the country, I would 
like to say congratulations and keep 
up the good work. I urge all my col
leagues to cosponsor House Joint Res
olution 284 commemorating this silver 
anniversary .e 
• Mr. SMITH of Florida. Mr. Speaker, 
on October 1, 1983, the National Aero
nautical and Space Administration will 
turn 25 years old. Although only 25 
years old, NASA has made a monu
mental impact of our modern world. 
One of the most striking changes since 
1958 has been that space applications 
are now common parts of day-to-day 

life. In many areas-communications, 
meteorology, science, high-technology 
transfer, and defense support-space 
has become a commonplace contribu
tor to and an integral part of our every
day life. 

The entry of the space shuttle into 
routine operations has opened the 
door for a wide variety of new prod
ucts and services. Some of the systems 
and experiments that have already 
flown on the shuttle have demonstrat
ed the potential of making major con
tributions to our Nation and to world 
society. With the progress of the space 
shuttle program, the day is fast ap
proaching when we can bring to bear 
the unique attributes of operations in 
space to help alleviate a number of im
portant problems facing the Earth. 

I hope that this anniversary will 
serve as a reminder of just how much 
NASA has accomplished in the past 
and how much more it will do in the 
future.e 
• Mr. LEVINE of California. Mr. 
Speaker, I would like us all to pause 
for a moment to praise NASA on its 
silver anniversary. It is important to 
recognize this Nation's space agency 
not so much for its longevity, but for 
its many accomplishments which have 
allowed us to move light years ahead 
in space science and exploration over 
the last three decades. 

We should look upon NASA as rep
resenting the best our Federal Govern
ment offers in terms of applying co
ordinated research to resulting innova
tive technology. NASA has always met 
the challenges demanded of it, and has 
often managed to reach higher than 
what has been expected of it. 

When the National Aeronautics and 
Space Administration was first estab
lished 25 years ago, it wasted no time 
in proving itself as a prolific and pro
ductive space agency. Within a week, 
NASA had initiated the Mercury pro
gram, thus beginning the era of the 
U.S. manned space projects. Our 
manned space program achieved its 
ambitious goal of landing a man on 
the Moon before the end of the 
decade. While America's moonshot 
program was the most widely publi
cized aspect to date of the U.S. space 
program, NASA was simultaneously 
engaged in developing and launching 
satellites for communications, weath
er, and other scientific applications. 

Although NASA made fewer head
lines during the 1970's, the results of 
its space exploration activities contin
ued to astonish the public. The land
ing of the Viking spacecraft on Mars 
brought us new, spectacular views of 
another distant globe. Since then, Pio
neer 10 and 11 have sent back the first 
views of the more remote planets Jupi
ter and Saturn, followed by more daz
zling pictures taken by Voyager 1 and 
2. 

It should also be noted that in 1975, 
NASA reached new heights in carrying 

out its assigned responsibility of coop
erating with other nations in the 
peaceful application of technology. In 
addition to demonstrating internation
al space rescue capability, the Apollo
Soyuz joint docking showed the world 
that the United States and U.S.S.R. 
could work together closely and com
patibly. 

This last decade saw yet another re
markable innovation in space technol
ogy with the development of the first 
reusable manned space vehicle. Our 
very successful space shuttle program 
allows us to consider further interna
tional space cooperation projects, per
mitting our shuttle to retrieve United 
States and international satellites. 
The shuttle can also carry the Europe
an-built Spacelab module for conduct
ing scientific experiments in a shirt
sleeve environment. 

What is perhaps most impressive 
about NASA is that unlike other Fed
eral agencies, it has been required by 
law to "provide for the widest practi
cable and appropriate dissemination of 
information concerning <its) activities 
and results thereof." While there are 
obvious exceptions to this rule, one 
cannot argue with the fact that since 
its inception, NASA has expanded our 
knowledge, and that of other coun
tries, of the solar system and our es
thetic appreciation of viewing unseen 
galaxies. 

In providing us with a perspective of 
the universe, NASA space programs 
have afforded us a new perspective on 
our own lives. Federal support for this 
agency has directly improved the qual
ity of life for all of us-enriching our 
knowledge of the Earth's atmosphere, 
enlarging our international communi
cations network, and enhancing our 
ability to predict accurately crop 
yields, locate mineral deposits, and dis
cover sources of pollution. 

NASA has consistently allowed the 
United States to remain a leader in 
aerospace service and technology. We 
must continue to allow it to flourish.e 
• Mr. UDALL. Mr. Speaker, October 1 
marks the 25th anniversary of the es
tablishment of the National Aeronau
tics and Space Administration and is a 
fitting time to review some of the re
markable accomplishments of our 
space program, a program that has 
been the wonder of the world. 

From the launching of Pioneer 1, 10 
days after th~ establishment of the 
agency, to the historic seventh flight 
of the space shuttle Columbia earlier 
this year, we have been reaping the 
benefits of our space program. 
Twenty-five years ago we could not 
have imagined the number and diversi
ty of public benefits that would result 
from our efforts at space exploration. 

Better management of our limited 
natural resources and protection of 
our environment, improved weather 
forecasting, advances in microcircuitry 
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and miniturization, the manufacture 
of superior products in space: all of 
these advances, important as they may 
be, are perhaps overshadowed by the 
greatest gain of all. The technology 
base that has been developed through 
the space program by a team of gov
ernment, industry, and university re
searchers and teclmicians has added 
immeasurably to our scientific knowl
edge, which, while important in itself, 
is even more important as an invest
ment in and a resource for our future. 

The University of Arizona Lunar and 
Planetary Laboratory in Tucson, Ariz., 
is a major center for this scientific 
effort and has been in the forefront of 
planetary research in this country. All 
of Arizona takes pride in the contribu
tions we have made to the space pro
gram in a broad range of research 
topics from stellar astrophysics to the 
terrestrial application of space sci
ences. 

I believe strongly in further develop
ment of our space program and explo
ration of our solar system. The recent 
recommendations of the Solar System 
Exploration Committee, established in 
1980, represent a positive step toward 
finding cost-efficient ways for us to 
continue our country's leadership in 
the field. Recent cutbacks in funding 
have caused the cancellation or delay 
of several missions. New planetary 
mission starts have declined from 32 in 
the 1960's and 11 in the 1970's, to only 
1 planned launch in the 1980's. 

Our space science program has lost 
too many scientists and technicians to 
private industry or to other countries 
who are expanding their space pro
grams while we are reducing ours. Our 
resource base is rapidly being deplet
ed. 
If we are to retain our leadership in 

this area and to continue reaping the 
benefits of increasing knowledge and 
developing technology we must supply 
a steady source of funding to NASA 
and its associated agencies. This silver 
anniversary of NASA provides us with 
an appropriate time to reaffirm our 
historic commitment to space explora
tion.• 
• Mrs. HOLT. Mr. Speaker, I am sure 
that Members of the House have 
shared my excitement at the astound
ing advances in aeronautics and space 
technology that we have witnessed 
over many years. 

Today we have two manned space
ships, the Columbia and the Challeng
er, that regularly rocket beyond the 
Earth's atmosphere for missions in 
space and return to prepare for many 
more missions. 

We have sent unmanned craft to 
study the planets of our solar system 
and send back volumes of scientific 
data. We have used satellites in Earth 
orbit to monitor the weather, advance 
communications, and conduct surveys 
of Earth resources. Our astronauts 
have explored the Moon. 

These wonders and many others 
have been possible because Congress 
created the National Aeronautics and 
Space Administration 25 years ago and 
has since provided the financial re
sources for its great achievements. 

Unlike some other programs of Gov
ernment, NASA has been an outstand
ing success. The scientists and support 
personnel of NASA have achieved so 
much because of their dedication to 
doing things that have never been 
done before. In fact, they have done 
things that were not even considered 
possible only a relatively short time 
ago. 

They have contributed immensely to 
the knowledge of our universe and to 
the application of that knowledge to 
improve the quality of life for human
ity. 

I salute them on this 25th anniversa
ry of the National Aeronautics and 
Space Administration.• 
e Mr. FEIGHAN. Mr. Speaker, I am 
delighted to have the opportunity to 
participate in this special order today 
to celebrate NASA's "Silver Anniversa
ry," and I am proud to be a cosponsor 
of House Joint Resolution 284, com
memorating this upcoming anniversa
ry on October 1. 

I think that it is fitting as we look 
back on the 25 years since NASA's in
ception to note that NASA stands as 
an exceptional example of competence 
and innovation in research and in 
management. Teaming up with not 
only the aerospace industry, but with 
commercial business, and with our Na
tion's university research community, 
NASA has produced new technologies 
that broaden our knowledge not only 
of outer space, but our knowledge of 
our own environment here on Earth. 

I am especially proud of the fact 
that NASA's Lewis Research Center is 
located in my district-at Lewis, in 
partnership with the universities and 
with industry, NASA is working to 
create technologies that are transfera
ble to the aircraft engine industry, the 
energy industry, the automotive indus
try, and the space industry-as well as 
to countless others. Hand in hand, 
NASA and these industries are seeking 
new ways to create the technologies 
that contribute to our national de
fense, to transportation that is safe, 
swift, and reliable for business and for 
the general public, and to build more 
efficient commercial aircraft that will 
not only reduce the costs of air flight 
for passengers, but that will ease the 
environmental impact of the airplane 
as well. 

I recently visited Lewis Research 
Center and was extremely impressed 
with Lewis' technology innovation pro
gram which assists nonaerospace busi
ness and industry to access their data 
and results. The work at the Lewis Re
search Center in space propulsion and 
power has helped to create the capa
bilities for space ventures, and for ex-

ploration of the Moon, the planets, 
"space stations," and to the assess
ment of our Earth's resources. Work 
done at Lewis Research Center, and 
other NASA centers offers the prom
ise of future technologies that will 
provide more rewarding applications 
in the years to come including the pos
sibilities of the creation of products in 
outer space that cannot be produced 
on Earth. 

On this 25th anniversary of NASA, I 
want to join my colleagues in applaud
ing the work NASA has done in pio
neering the use of space to expand 
human knowledge and understanding 
of our world and other worlds. And, I 
join with my colleagues as we look for
ward to NASA's continued achieve
ments in the future. 

Thank you, Mr. Speaker.e 
e Mr. HOYER. Mr. Speaker, this 
weekend our Nation reached a signifi
cant milestone in our race to the 
future. I refer to the 25th anniversary 
celebration of the National Aeronau
tics and Space Administratio~. 

This anniversary is a time for retro
spection and a time for gazing into the 
future. Without a doubt, throughout 
the past 25 years NASA has been· in
strumental not only in putting and 
keeping the United States at the fore
front of the technological arena, but 
also in broadening the boundaries of 
our horizon. 

The first official day of NASA's ex
istence was October 1, 1958; 10 days 
later NASA launched its first space
craft. Since that auspicious beginning, 
NASA has led the way in scientific, 
technological and engineering break
throughs, and in space exploration. In 
1961 the first U.S. manned space flight 
took place as Freedom 7 and Alan Shep
ard completed a 15%-minute subor
bital flight. Nineteen hundred and 
sixty-two was the year that Friendship 
7 and John Glenn completed the first 
U.S. manned orbital flight, a portent 
of greater things to come from NASA. 
The years 1963-69 saw enormous ad
vances. NASA inproved systems and 
previewed the Moon with the Gemini 
program; Surveyor I made a lunar 
landing in 1966; and the early years of 
the Apollo program began. 

NASA has also uncovered many se
crets held by neighbors in our own 
solar system. Mariner 10 in 1973, pro
vided the first closeup views of Mercu
ry, the smallest of our galaxy's nine 
planets. The Viking program of the 
mid-1970's landed two spacecraft on 
Mars, effectively mapping the Martian 
surface, sampling the soil and atmos
phere, and searching for extraterres
trial life signs. The Pioneer Venus pro
gram ·provided important data about 
Earth's closest planetary neighbor, 
and mapped nearly all of the planet's 
never-seen surface. Pioneer 10 left 
Earth 12 years ago on a trek that will 
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take it out of our solar system and 
into intergalactic space to roam for 
millions of years. Most recently, the 
space shuttle, Columbia and Challeng
er have ushered in a new era of U.S. 
capability, to take advantage of space's 
benefits on a practical and regular 
basis. 

The culmination of these explora
tions resulted in one of our country's 
proudest moments, the first manned 
lunar landing on July 20, 1969. The 
importance of such an accomplishment 
cannot be overstated. Nell Armstrong 
and the crew of Apollo 11 planted the 
American flag on the Moon, thus reaf
firming the position of the United 
States as world technological leader, 
and signaling ·a monumental triumph 
of American scientific prowess. It gen
erated major advances across a wide 
spectrum of scientific disciplines, and it 
demanded giant technological steps to 
accommodate those advances. In 1968-
72 there were 11 manned Apollo 
flights involving 29 astronauts, 12 of 
whom walked on the moon; there were 
two manned orbital preliminaries, 
three circum-lunar flights and six 
lunar landing missions. The Apollo 
program ranks as the most successful 
in space exploration. 

After the conclusion of Apollo, 
NASA turned its attention and genius 
toward Earth; developing and improv
ing satellite systems, refining and re
vising aerodynamic designs, launching 
Landsat Earth resources survey satel
lites, and orbiting skylab for use as an 
interim space station and laboratory. 
These programs and others like them 
have helped us to learn more about 
our tiny corner of the universe. 

Future plans at NASA include the 
development and launching of the 
Space Telescope, which will have the 
capability to seek out objects 50 times 
fainter and 7 times farther away than 
those now visible. It wi1 also be used to 
study Halley's Comet when it returns 
to Earth's vicinity in 1986. The Venus 
Radar Mapper, tentatively scheduled 
for a 1988 launching, will use synthet
ic aperture radar to pierce the clouds 
that cloak Venus and accurately map 
the planet's surface. A probe and 
radar mapper will be sent to collect in
formation from Titan, a satellite of 
Saturn whose atmosphere is recog
nized to be similar to Earth's own at 
its nascence. 

The list of NASA's accomplishments, 
advancements, and plans for the 
future could flll volumes. Our Nation 
is proud that NASA takes such an en
thusiastic and bold approach to tech
nology and its advancement, for in 
space there is no room for timidity. 

The Fifth Congressional District of 
Maryland, which I represent, is proud 
to have within its borders the Goddard 
Space Flight Center. Goddard plays a 
significant part in NASA's research and 
development team, and, in fact, will be 
an integral contributor to the develop-

/ 

ment of the space telescope. On this 
day, I would like to single out the em
ployees and accomplishments of God
dard as well. 

Perhaps the lonely voyage of Pio
neer 10 best sums up our quest for 
knowledge and the secrets of the 
cosmos. Its trek is analogous to our 
own. Pioneer floats into the infinity of 
the unknown, not knowing where it 
will go, who it will meet, or when it will 
stop. Pioneer is almost 3 billion miles 
from home port, and should continue 
forever-an imponderable abstraction. 
So, too, shall man continue into the 
unknown. 

Mr. Speaker, I want to extend my 
sincere congratulations to NASA and 
everyone associated with it, and may 
its next 25 years be as successful as its 
first.e 

Mr. FUQUA. Mr. Speaker, I with
draw my reservation of objection, and 
I thank the distinguished gentlewom
an from Indiana <Mrs. HALL) for her 
cooperation and courtesy. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is 
there objection to the request of the 
gentlewoman from Indiana? 

There was no objection. 
The Clerk read the joint resolution, 

as follows: 
H.J. RES. 284 

Whereas the United States embarked on 
an urgent national effort to enter the space 
age which was inaugurated by adoption of 
the National Aeronautics and Space Act of 
1958, whereby the National Aeronautics and 
Space Administration was created on Octo
ber 1, 1958; 

Whereas, on October 11, 1958, NASA 
launched into Earth-orbit its first automat
ed satellite, Pioneer 1; 

Whereas the first United States citizen 
was launched into suborbital space aboard 
his "Freedom 7" Mercury capsule on May 5, 
1961; 

Whereas, on February 20, 1962, the first 
United States citizen was launched into 
Earth-orbit aboard his "Friendship 7" Mer
cury capsule; 

Whereas, subsequently, literally dozens of 
astronauts have been launched into Earth
orbit to perform useful work and research 
for periods lasting as long as three months 
at a time; 

Whereas, on July 20, 1969, the Apollo 11 
lunar module, "Eagle," carried the first 
manned expedition to the surface of the 
Moon and, subsequently, five additional 
two-man crews would explore the lunar 
front side for science; 

Whereas hundreds of unmanned satellites 
have scientifically explored near-Earth 
space, have mapped our planet's resources, 
charted its weather and provided a techni
cal base from which commercial exploita
tion of space has become a reality; 

Whereas two-thirds of the planets in the 
solar system have been explored and ob
served in detail by increasingly complex 
generations of interplanetary craft; 

Whereas the birth of the first reusable 
space transportation system was realized on 
April 12, 1981, with the successful launch, 
orbital operation and ground landing of the 
space shuttle Columbia; 

Whereas, drawing upon its NASA herit
age, the agency has continued to push for-

ward the horizons of aeronautical research 
and development; 

Whereas cooperative space projects with 
other nations of the world have greatly en
hanced relations, communications, and un
derstanding among the inhabitants of 
"Spaceship Earth;" 

Whereas, for twenty-five years, NASA has 
vigorously pursued the charter set forth by 
Congress-to realize the potential, practical 
benefits to be gained from aeronautical and 
space research and development-which has 
placed the United States in a preeminent 
position worldwide to utilize this technolo
gy; and 

Whereas the twenty-fifth anniversary of 
the birth of NASA provides an opportunity 
to recognize the enormous achievements by 
that agency in aeronautics and space re
search and development, and in related 
fields of science and technology: Now, there
fore, be it 

Resolved by the Senate and House of Rep
resentatives of the United States of America 
in Congress assembled, That the day Octo
ber 1, 1983, is hereby designed the "Twenty
fifty Anniversary of the National Aeronau
tics and Space Administration," and the 
President is authorized and requested to 
issue a proclamation calling upon the people 
of the United States to observe such day 
with appropriate ceremonies and activities. 

Mrs. HALL of Indiana. Mr. Speaker, 
the 25th anniversary of the birth of 
NASA provides an opportunity to rec
ognize the enormous achievements by 
that agency in aeronautics and space 
research and development and in re
lated fields of science and technology. 

This resolution will highlight the 
fact that for 25 years, NASA has vigor
ously pursued the charter set forth by 
Congress-to realize the potential, 
practical benefits to be gained from 
aeronautical and space research and 
development-which has placed the 
United States in a preeminent position 
worldwide to utilize this technology. 

Mr. Speaker, I urge adoption of this 
resolution which commemorates the 
25th anniversary of the National Aero
nautics and Space Administration on 
October 1, 1983. 

The joint resolution was ordered to 
be engrossed and read a third time, 
was read the third time, and passed, 
and a motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 

NATIONAL SCHOOLBUS SAFETY 
WEEK OF 1983 

Mrs. HALL of Indiana. Mr. Speaker, 
I ask unanimous consent that the 
Committee on Post Office and Civil 
Service be discharged from further 
consideration of the joint resolution 
<H.J. Res. 137) authorizing and re
questing the President to issue a proc
lamation designating the period from 
October 2, 1983, through October 8, 
1983, as "National Schoolbus Safety 
Week of 1983," and ask for its immedi
ate consideration in the House. 

The Clerk read the title of the joint 
resolution. 
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The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is 

there objection to the request of the 
gentlewoman from Indiana? 

Mr. DANNEMEYER. Reserving the 
right to object, Mr. Speaker, I rise to 
inform the House that the minority 
has no objection to the joint resolu
tion. 

Mr. Speaker, I withdraw my reserva
tion of objection. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is 
there objection to the request of the 
gentlewoman from Indiana? 

There was no objection. 
The Clerk read the joint resolution, 

as follows: 
H.J. REs. 137 

Whereas twenty-two million students are 
transported by schoolbus to and from 
school each day; 

Whereas the safety of these students de
serves the highest priority; and 

Whereas a national program is underway 
to call public attention to the importance of 
schoolbus safety during the week of October 
9, 1983, through October 8, 1983: Now, 
therefore, be it 

Resolved by the Senate and House of Rep
resentatives of the United States of America 
in Congress assembled, That the President 
is authorized and requested to issue a proc
lamation designating the period from Octo
ber 2, 1983, through October 8, 1983, as "Na
tional Schoolbus Safety Week of 1983" and 
calling upon the people of the United States 
and interested groups and organizations to 
observe such week with appropriate activi
ties and ceremonies. 

Mrs. HALL of Indiana. Mr. Speaker, 
I urge the adoption of this resolution 
which calls attention to the impor
tance of schoolbus safety during the 
week of October 2, 1983, through Oc
tober 8, 1983. 

The joint resolution was ordered to 
be engrossed and read a third time, 
was read the third time, and passed, 
and a motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 

MUNICIPAL CLERK'S WEEK 
Mrs. HALL of Indiana. Mr. Speaker, 

I ask unanimous consent that the 
Committee on Post Office and Civil 
Service be discharged from further 
consideration of the Senate joint reso
lution <S.J. Res. 92) designating the 
week beginning May 8, 1983, as "Mu
nicipal Clerk's Week," and ask for its 
immediate consideration in the House. 

The Clerk read the title of the 
Senate joint resolution. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is 
there objection to the request of the 
gentlewoman from Indiana? 

Mr. DANNEMEYER. Mr. Speaker, 
reserving the right to object, I wish to 
inform the House that I do not object, 
the minority has no objection to the 
adoption of this resolution. 

Mr. Speaker, I withdraw my reserva
tion of objection. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is 
there objection to the request of the 
gentlewoman from Indiana? 

There was no objection. 

The Clerk read the Senate joint res- REQUEST FOR CONSIDERATION 
olution, as follows: OF SENATE JOINT RESOLU-

S.J. REs. 92 TION 142, NATIONAL PRODUC
TIVITY IMPROVEMENT WEEK Whereas the municipal clerk, oldest of 

public servants, is the hub around which re
volves efficient and responsive local govern
ment; 

Whereas as local government has grown in 
responsibility and importance through the 
centuries, so has the commission of the mu
nicipal clerk; 

Whereas the municipal clerk provides a 
direct link between past, present, and future 
by preserving records for posterity and im
plementing decisions of the legislative body, 
all the time seeking better and more effi
cient ways to do these jobs; 

Whereas the accurate recording, careful 
safeguarding, and prompt retrieval of public 
records are vital functions, without which 
efficient and responsive local government 
could not exist; 

Whereas municipal clerks follow a man
date to seek better and more effective ways 
to perform those critical responsibilities in 
light of the rapid technological advances of 
today's world; and 

Whereas in keeping with this mandate, 
municipal clerks also are dedicated to con
tinuous professional education and training, 
in order to stay abreast of those advances: 
Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved by the Senate and House of Rep
resentatives of the United States of America 
in Congress assembled, That, in recognition 
of the outstanding and vital services per
formed by municipal clerks, reflecting their 
dedication to public service for the commu
nity, the week beginning May 8, 1983, is des
ignated "Municipal Clerk's Week". The 
President is requested to issue a proclama
tion calling upon the people of the United 
States to observe that week with appropri
ate ceremonies and activities. 
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MRS. HALL OF INDIANA 

Mrs. HALL of Indiana. Mr. Speaker, 
I offer an amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mrs. HALL of Indi

ana: Page 2, line 5, strike out "May 8" and 
insert in lieu thereof "May 13." 

Page 2, line 6, strike out "1983," and insert 
in lieu thereof "1984." 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on the amendment offered 
by the gentlewoman from Indiana 
(Mrs. HALL). 

The amendment was agreed to. 
The Senate joint resolution was or

dered to be read a third time, was read 
the third time, and passed. 

TITLE AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MRS. HALL OF 
INDIANA 

Mrs. HALL of Indiana. Mr. Speaker, 
I offer an amendment to the title. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Title amendment offered by Mrs. HALL of 

Indiana: Amend the title so as to read: Joint 
resolution designating the week beginning 
May 13, 1984, as "Municipal Clerk's Week." 

The title amendment was agreed to. 
A motion to reconsider was laid on 

the table. 

Mrs. HALL of Indiana. Mr. Speaker, 
I ask unanimous consent that the 
Committee on Post Office and Civil 
Service be discharged from further 
consideration of the Senate joint reso
lution <S.J. Res. 142) designating the 
week of October 3 through October 9, 
1983, as "National Productivity Im
provement Week," and ask for its im
mediate consideration in the House. 

The Clerk read the title of the 
Senate joint resolution. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is 
there objection to the request of the 
gentlewoman from Indiana? 

Mr. DANNEMEYER. Mr. Speaker, 
reserving the right to object, I wish to 
indicate to the House that I do intend 
to object, the reason being that we 
have a policy in the House, unwritten, 
that in order to bring a resolution to 
the floor it requires 218 signatures. As 
of this date, this resolution has 42. 
It is for this reason, Mr. Speaker, 

that I object. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Objec

tion is heard. 

REQUEST FOR CONSIDERATION 
OF HOUSE JOINT RESOLUTION 
239, DESIGNATING OCTOBER 2, 
1983, AS NATIONAL DAY OF 
RECOGNITION FOR MOHANDAS 
K. GANDHI 
Mrs. HALL of Indiana. Mr. Speaker, 

I ask unanimous consent that the 
Committee on Post Office and Civil 
Service be discharged from further 
consideration of the joint resolution 
<H.J. Res. 239) designating October 2, 
1983, as a national day of recognition 
for Mahandas K. Gandhi, and ask for 
its immediate consideration in the 
House. 

The Clerk read the title of the joint 
resolution. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is 
there objection to the request of the 
gentlewoman from Indiana? 

Mr. DANNEMEYER. Reserving the 
right to object, Mr. Speaker, I do 
object, the reason being that here 
again, with respect to this resolution, 
the requisite number of 218 cospon
sors is not at this time on this resolu
tion. 

Let me add, personally, that I cer
tainly have no objection to the adop
tion of this resolution; but if we have a 
policy, I believe it should be followed. 

Mr. Speaker, for these reasons, I do 
object. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Objec
tion is heard. 

GENERAL LEAVE 
Mrs. HALL of Indiana. Mr. Speaker, 

I ask unanimous consent that all 
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Members may have 5 legislative days 
within which to revise and extend 
their remarks on the joint resolutions 
just passed. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is 
there objection to the request of the 
gentlewoman from Indiana? 

There was no objection. 

ALLEGED VAN BUREN LETTER 
DOES NOT EXIST 

<Mr. SHUSTER asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his 
remarks, and include extraneous 
matter.> 

Mr. SHUSTER. Mr. Speaker, during 
the debate on coal slurry pipelines we 
twice heard recited for us a supposed 
letter from Martin Van Buren to 
Andrew Jackson concerning channels 
and railroads. This letter was supposed 
to somehow suggest when translated 
into today's language that it had rel
evance and we should support coal 
slurry pipelines. In fact, just this 
morning the coal slurry lobbyists took 
a full page ad out in the Washington 
Post and made that same letter the 
centerpiece of their ad. There is one 
minor problem, Mr. Speaker. The 
letter never was written. The letter 
never existed. The letter is a hoax. We 
contacted the Library of Congress and 
they researched it, and they replied as 
follows: 

THE LIBRARY OF CoNGRESS, 
Washington, D.C., September 20, 1983. 

DEAR MR. SHUSTER. This is in reply to your 
letter of September 20, addressed to John 
McDonough, a member of my staff. 

We have seen more than a dozen exam
ples over the last several years of a letter 
purported to have been written in January 
1829 by Martin Van Buren to Andrew Jack
son concerning canals and railroads. In 
every case only printed examples have been 
presented to us, never a holograph manu
script. Some of the printed examples we 
have seen have been addressed to Jackson 
as "President" at the "White House," and 
have generally been dated either January 1 
or January 31, 1829. Jackson, as President 
elect, left Tennessee on January 19 and ar
rived in Washington on February 11. He 
could have been addressed as "President" at 
this time but it would have been inappropri
ate to address such a letter to the "White 
House" prior to the inauguration of March 
4. The latter term itself, in fact, was not in 
common usage as a place of address. Follow
ing the inauguration, most letters sent to 
Jackson were simply addressed to him as 
"President of the United States." 

The Library of Congress' collection of the 
papers of Andrew Jackson, which has been 
indexed in full, does not include the letter 
of January 31, 1829 <or January 1>, nor is 
there a retained copy in this Library's col
lection of the papers of Martin Van Buren, 
which has been calendared. The earliest ex
ample of a letter from Van Buren to Jack
son in our collections is dated February 23, 
1829. In writing of this period, Van Buren's 
modern biographer has declared: "Van 
Buren was never the man to presume on 
Jackson, as he was too conscious of his posi
tion to initiate any correspondence with 
Jackson's lieutenant [William B. Lewis], 

though he responded when his advice was 
sought. As Jackson remained aloof in any 
personal exchange between the two but 
acted through Lewis, so Van Buren adopted 
the same stance, relying upon [James A.l 
Hamilton to maintain communications." Cf. 
John Niven, "Martin Van Buren: The Ro
mantic Age of American Politics" <New 
York, 1983), p. 224-225. 

There are other manuscript repositories 
that have smaller collections of Jackson and 
Van Buren Papers, but it is unlikely that 
the letter in which you are interested would 
be found in one of them. In fact, internal 
evidence in the copy of the letter that you 
made available to us indicates very strongly 
that it is spurious, the discussion of the 
"railroads," for example, does not ring true, 
since passengers on the Baltimore and Ohio, 
the first railroad incorporated as a common 
carrier of passengers and freight, were first 
carried in January 1830, and in single cars 
drawn by horses. In addition, over the great
er part of this public career, Van Buren was 
not friendly to internal improvements in 
general, and to canals in particular. Finally, 
the reference to an "Interstate Commerce 
Commission" in the letter is not in keeping 
with terminology used in 1829. 

We regret that we are unable to comment 
specifically on the original of the letter 
under discussion. If the source from which 
the printed copy was made was known, then 
it might be possible to carry the investiga
tion further. 

Sincerely yours, 
JAMES H. HUTSON, 

Chief. 
So, like so much else that we have 

heard about coal slurry pipelines, the 
proponents of the arguments have 
given us a reason to vote for coal 
slurry pipelines which never really ex
isted. This is a figment of somebody's 
imagination. And one more reason 
why we should vote against coal slurry 
pipelines. 

FOCUS ON THE UNITED 
NATIONS 

(Mr. LIVINGSTON asked and was 
given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
his remarks and include extraneous 
matter.) 

Mr. LIVINGSTON. Mr. Speaker, 
both liberals and conservatives are be
coming increasingly concerned about 
the activities of the United Nations, a 
body that could not even enact a reso
lution criticizing the recent downing 
of Korea Air Lines flight 007 by the 
Soviet Union. The Heritage Founda
tion has conducted a thorough study 
of the United Nations and has issued 
several illuminiating reports which 
should be of great interest to my col
leagues and the American people. 

The following is the most recent of 
the Heritage Foundation reports on 
the United Nations, and I recommend 
it to all who are interested in foreign 
affairs, particularly in view of the 
recent controversy surrounding Am
bassador Lichenstein's remarks at the 
United Nations. I would only add that 
in my view, Mr. Lichenstein's com
ments were very well taken. 

[The Heritage Foundation, July 20, 19831 
THE WAYWARD U.N.: A DIGEST OF HERITAGE 

STUDIES 

INTRODUCTION 

The United Nations, say many Americans, 
has failed to create a more peaceful world. 
In a 1983 survey, 1 48.8 percent of those 
polled indicated they do not believe that the 
U.N. is effective in furthering the causes of 
world peace and political stability among 
nations; only 42.8 percent believe that the 
U.N. furthers peace. Not only has the U.N. 
failed to fulfill the lofty hopes of its found
ers, it has become itself a major cause of 
global disharmony. 

The mandate of the U.N. Charter to settle 
disputes by peaceful means has been ig
nored as the U.N. has welcomed guerrilla 
leaders and legitimized various terrorist or
ganizations. The Charter provision "to 
employ international machinery for the pro
motion of the economic and social advance
ment of all peoples" has become the New 
International Economic Order-the banner 
of the underdeveloped Third World govern
ments' attempt to redistribute the wealth of 
the developed nations. United Nations Sec
retariat staffing has often been consciously 
anti-American. And the so-called nonaligned 
nations have been organized into a pro
Soviet, anti-Western voting bloc. 

Despite this, the United States continues 
to contribute about 25 percent of the U.N. 
budget-a share far greater than that of 
any other nation. This amounted to 
$310,838,765 2 in 1981 and did not include 
voluntary U.S. contributions to the U.N. and 
its specialized agencies. In 1981, total U.S. 
contributions to the U.N. reached $825 mil
lion. 3 By contrast, the Soviet Union has 
pledged to contribute a mere 14 percent of 
the budget and remains delinquent on about 
$200 million-most of it for peace-keeping 
operations. 

What has happened to the U.N. since its 
founding? Or, at least, what has happened 
to the American perception of that institu
tion? Why does the U.S. find itself under 
almost constant siege at the U.N.? These are 
questions that American policymakers are 
asking. How they are answered may well de
termine for the rest of this century the role 
of the U.S. in the U.N. 

To this end, The Heritage Foundation's 
United Nations Assessment Project, over 
the past 18 months, has published nearly 
two dozen studies analyzing the operations, 
goals, agenda, and effectiveness of the U.N. 
More than two dozen additional studies are 
scheduled to be released in the next 18 
months. Several of the studies have attract
ed widespread attention. This paper summa
rizes the findings of five of those papers. 4 

Note: Nothing written here is to be construed as 
necessarily reflecting the views of The Heritage 
Foundation or as an attempt to aid or hinder the 
passage of any bill before Congress. 

1 The Sindlinger Poll, conducted from Jan. 27 to 
Mar. 2, 1983. Sample projection <from a figure of 
3,371> was 164,701,000. 

2 " U.S. Contribution to International Organiza
tions, Fiscal Year 1981," U.S. Department of State 
publication. 

3 Ibid. 
• Juliana Pilon, "The United States and the 

United Nations: A Balance Sheet," Backgrounder 
No. 162, Jan. 21, 1982; Thomas Gulick, " How the 
U.N. Aids Marxist Guerrilla Groups," Back
grounder No. 177, Apr. 8, 1982; Roger Brooks, "The 
Law of the Sea Treaty: Can the U.S. Afford to 
sign?" Backgrounder No. 188, June 7, 1982; Juliana 
Pilon, "Through the Looking Glass: The Political 
Culture of the U.N.," Backgrounder No. 206, Aug. 
30, 1982; Juliana Pilon, "Americans at the U.N.," 
Backgrounder No. 247, Feb. 14, 1983. 
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U.N. SUPPORT FOR TERRORIST ORGANIZATIONS 

In 1974, the U.N. welcomed Palestine Lib
eration Organization leader Yassir Arafat. 
He addressed the General Assembly and the 
Security Council as if he headed a legiti
mate, sovereign state. Two years later, an
other leading terrorist organization scored a 
critical victory, when the General Assembly 
voted to support the Southwest African 
People's Organization <SWAPO> "as the 
sole and authentic representative of the Na
mibian people" <U.N. Resolution 31/146, 
para. 2). U.N. records show that, since 1975, 
at least $116 million has been spent or budg
eted to support such groups-what the U.N. 
calls "national liberation movements" 
(NLMs). U.N. funding and political support 
for armed guerrilla warfare, however, is not 
authorized by the U.N. Charter. The Char
ter, in fact, mandates that "all members 
shall settle their international disputes by 
peaceful means in such a manner that inter
national peace and security and justice are 
not endangered" <Chapter 1, Article 2, para. 
3). 

U.N. support of NLMs has been curiously 
selective. No backing, for instance, has been 
given to pro-Western national liberation 
movements, such as UNITA, now fighting a 
successful guerrilla war against the Marxist 
government of Angola. Nor has the U.N. 
been willing to recognize the non-Marxist 
representatives of the Palestinians or the 
democratic political parties of Namibia in 
southern Africa. Instead, the General As
sembly recognized the PLO and SW APO as 
the "sole" representatives of the Palestinian 
and Namibian peoples respectively. 

U.N. support of guerrilla liberation move
ments ranges from gifts of food, housing, 
and health services to radio channels for 
broadcasting propaganda. Both SW APO 
and the African National Congress <ANC> of 
South Africa make wide use of U.N.-spon
sored radio propaganda broadcasts. Military 
arms, equipment, training, and advisors for 
these NLMs are provided by the USSR, 
Cuba, and Eastern Bloc nations. But much 
of their "humanitarian aid" comes from the 
U.N., with most of the money-about 65 per
cent-from the U.S. and other Western in
dustrial democracies. 

Probably more important than the actual 
aid and development projects is the interna
tional political legitimacy that official U.N. 
recognition confers on the NLMs. This is en
joyed by four Marxist guerrilla groups: the 
PLO, SW APO, ANC, and the Pan-African 
Congress <PAC>. This U.N. seal of approval 
gives them an unfair advantage over their 
political rivals at home in terms of money, 
aid projects, publicity, and international 
lobbying power not available to their com
petitors. It also distorts their image on the 
international scene-making them appear to 
be the true representatives of their respec
tive peoples though, in reality, all four are 
fighting for political survival at home. 

ThePLO 
Before attaining U.N. recognition, the 

PLO was viewed widely as an unpredictable 
and dangerous international terrorist orga
nization. The world's law enforcement agen
cies, in fact, have had no reason to change 
their minds about that. But since Yassir 
Arafat's speech at the U.N. and the creation 
of two FLO-dominated U.N. committees
the Inalienable Rights Committee and the 
Special Unit on Palestinian Rights-the 
PLO can now wave its U.N. identification 
badge and claim legitimacy. This boosts its 
image among other Arabs. 

The PLO enjoys full observer status at 
the U.N. Educational, Scientific and Cultur-

al Organization <UNESCO>. the Interna
tional Labor Organization <ILO), the World 
Health Organization <WHO>. and the Inter
national Civil Aviation Organization 
<ICAO>. The Special Unit on Palestinian 
Rights publishes pamphlets implicitly sup
porting the PLO as the only real representa
tive of the Palestinians. One booklet, avail
able in the U.N. bookstore and distributed 
to U.N. centers world wide, is entitled "The 
International Status of the Palestinian 
People." Lauding Arafat as a freedom fight
er, it justifies his and the PLO's use of ter
rorism by noting how successful the "Pales
tinian Commandos" have been through ter
rorism in bringing the Palestinian question 
to the world's attention. In 1975, the PLO 
was invited to attend the Fifth United Na
tions Congress on the Prevention of Crime 
and the Treatment of Offenders, held in 
Geneva, Switzerland. The U.S. National Dis
trict Attorneys' Association was outraged 
and called for withdrawal of the invitation, 
quoting from PLO Spokesman, the group's 
official newspaper. Only months after the 
Munich massacre of Israeli Olympic ath
letes, the paper boasted in its September 
1972 issue: "We have to kill the most 
famous. Since statesmen are difficult to kill 
as they are well protected, we have to kill 
artists and athletes." 5 

Gerhard 0. W. Mueller, an American who 
is Executive Secretary of the U.N. crime 
prevention congress, refused to withdraw 
the invitation, citing the PLO's official U.N. 
observer status. 

In 1977, the PLO was admitted to the U.N. 
Economic and Social Council's <ECOSOC> 
Commission for Western Asia. Never before 
had full membership status been given to a 
noncountry. To make matters worse, the 
PLO has been allowed to chair the Commis
sion. PLO members and influence, more
over, pervade the U.N. Secretariat. "All the 
Palestinians working at the U.N. are mem
bers of the PLO," Zehdi Labib Terzi, the 
PLO's Permanent Observer at the U.N., told 
The Heritage Foundation. 

U.N. legitimization of the PLO extends to 
funding. In the 1982-1983 U.N. biennial 
budget, the Committee for the Exercise of 
the Inalienable Rights of the Palestinian 
People is to receive $71,800. The Special 
Unit on Palestinian Rights has budgeted 
$6,156,500 for t.he two-year period. 

Aside from this direct support, the U.N. 
indirectly supports the PLO via the U.N. 
Relief Works Agency <UNRWA>. Of 
UNRWA's 17,000 worldwide employees, all 
but about 120 "international staff" are Pal
estinians. There is strong evidence that this 
organization, run almost entirely by Pales
tinians, is dominated by the PLO. There is 
further evidence that the PLO controls the 
U.N. Palestinian refugee camps. The Associ
ated Press reported on June 18, 1979, that 
PLO terrorists controlled three Palestinian 
refugee camps around Tyre and Lebanon's 
southern and eastern outskirts. These are 
UNRWA camps. Even more conclusive of 
PLO use of U.N. refugee camps is the state
ment of the Lebanese Ambassador, Edward 
Ghorra, in a letter to former U.N. Secretary 
General Kurt Waldheim: 

"The Palestinians increased the influx of 
arms into Lebanon . . . they transformed 
most of the refugee camps-if not all-into 
military bastions . . . the camps, in fact, 

• Letter from the National District Attorneys' As
sociation, Chicago, Til., to Gerhard 0. W. Mueller, 
Executive Secretary, 5th U.N. Congress on the Pre
vention of Crime and Treatment of Offenders, Aug. 
27. 1975, p. 5. 

became centers for the training of merce
naries sent and financed by other Arab 
states." 6 

UNRW A's annual budget is about $200 
million. Most of that pays for over 600 Pal
estinian elementary schools, according to 
John Miles, director of the UNRWA's New 
York liaison office. Roughly $20 million a 
year goes to the camps in Lebanon. 

Since it is highly likely the PLO plays a 
large role inside UNRWA, should the U.S., 
which contributed $62 million to UNRWA 
in 1981, continue to participate in the Pales
tinian refugee program? According to a 
recent survey, 7 90.8 percent of Americans 
polled believe that Congress should cut off 
all funding for U.N. organizations that aid 
terrorist groups. 

SWAPO 
The U.N. General Assembly in 1976 recog

nized SW APO as the "sole and authentic" 
representative of Southwest Africa, the 
South African trusteeship often known as 
Namibia. Yet SWAPO is but one of 45 polit
ical parties representing Namibia's one mil
lion people. It has a well-documented record 
of terrorist attacks against civilians dating 
from the late 1960s. Addressing the U.N. 
General Assembly in 1973, SW APO Leader 
Sam Nujoma declared: 

"I pledge here and now that we will con
tinue to talk to South Africa in the only 
language they understand and that is inten
sification of armed liberation struggle . . . ". 

SWAPO enjoys U.N. recognition and sup
port as much as the PLO does. SW APO is 
invited to the international conferences of 
such U.N. specialized agencies as the Inter
national Labor Organization, Food and Ag
ricultural Organization, World Health Orga
nization, United Nations Conference on 
Trade and Development <UNCTAD), and 
the Universal Postal Union. It benefits from 
the free international public relations serv
ice provided by the U.N. Department of 
Public Information. The resolution provid
ing for free international public relations 
notes the need "to intensify the widespread 
and continuous dissemination of informa
tion on the struggle for liberation being 
waged by the people of Namibia, guided by 
their liberation movement, [sic] the 
SWAPO." Like the PLO, SWAPO relies 
heavily on the Soviet Union and the East
em bloc nations for military equipment, 
supplies, and military training. For humani
tarian aid, SWAPO turns to the U.N. 

The U.N. and its specialized agencies allo
cated at least $40 million in direct or indi
rect aid to SW APO between 1977 and 1981 
and for programs beginning and continuing 
during 1982-1986. The U.S. contributes 
about 30 percent of this. 

The United Nations Development Pro
gram budget for 1977-1981 earmarked 
$7,750,000 for SWAPO; another $7,750,000 
has been recommended by UNDP officials 
for the 1982-1986 budget. UNDP will receive 
another $4,477,870 for Namibia via the Na
mibia Trust Fund. As the sole "national lib
eration movement" recognized by the U.N. 
for Namibia, SWAPO will play a leading 
role in the distribution of this sum. And the 
United Nations has a separate fund of about 
$8.8 million called "Aid to Refugees and Na
tional Liberation Movements," divided 
among the PLO, SW APO, and the two 

6 Letter from Lebanese Ambassador to the United 
Nations, Edward Ghorra, to Secretary-General 
Kurt Waldheim, Aug. 17, 1976, U.N. document A/ 
31/179. 

7 Sindlinger Poll, op. cit. 
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South African terrorist guerrilla groups, the 
ANC and the PAC. 

Another $17.6 million is on the drawing 
boards via the United Nations Industrial De
velopment Organization <UNIDO>. 
UNCT AD also has submitted a large propos
al for national liberation funding, which 
would direct yet more funds to SW APO, 
ANC, and PAC "to provide an opportunity 
for the leadership of the NLMs to be more 
fully acquainted with the activities of 
UNCTAD in the area of international eco
nomic relations" and to build up "manage
ment capacity of NLM cadres" <U.N. Docu
ment TD/B/WP/16, p. 20). 

In the $17.6 million UNIDO proposal for 
training of industrial managers, the U.N. 
sketches its blueprint for helping SW APO. 
The proposal is divided into three parts: 
pre-independence, transitional, and post-in
dependence aid. This program, like all the 
U.N. programs for Namibia/SWAPO, takes 
place outside Namibia and is dominated by 
SW APO recipients. Since the intent is to 
train the professional cadres of a future in
dependent Namibia, why is SW APO the 
main beneficiary of these programs? Why 
has the U.N. decided that in some future 
Namibia, these professionals will come from 
SWAPO's ranks? The U.N., in effect, is feed
ing, clothing, educating, and giving civilian 
training to the SWAPO guerrilla army. And 
the U.N. is also training SWAPO candidates 
as government functionaries for the day 
when SW APO seizes the reins of power in 
Namibia. What about the non-BW APO 
groups in Namibia? Why do they not qualify 
for help from the U.N.? Why are they vic
tims of the U.N. double standard? 

THE NEW INTERNATIONAL ECONOMIC ORDER 

Most effort at the U.N. goes toward estab
lishing a New International Economic 
Order-a scheme devised by the Third 
World radicals to redistribute the wealth of 
developed countries. NIEO seeks to transfer 
to the developing states the economic re
sources of the industrial nations, especially 
the U.S., and to control the activities of 
Western businessmen. 

The arguments underlying NIEO Perme
ate most of what the U.N. does. According 
to the 1982 Report of the U.N. Director 
General for Development and International 
Economic Cooperation, entitled "Towards 
the NIEO," the existing economic order
"which <is> characterized by inequality, 
domination, dependence, narrow self-inter
est and segmentation" -should be changed. 
The enemy is the free enterprise market 
economy. One of the earliest attempts to 
use the U.N. to transform rapidly the eco
nomics of the Third World was UNCTAD. 
Established in 1965 as a permanent body for 
formulating general rules on trade between 
developed and undeveloped countries, 
UNCTAD began working on so-called codes 
of conduct designed specifically to help non
Western nations. UNCTAD also served as 
midwife at the birth of the U.N. Charter of 
Economic Rights and Duties of States, 
adopted on December 12, 1974, by a General 
Assembly vote of 120 to 6 with 10 absten
tions. The U.S. was among the tiny group of 
opponents. A new breed of international 
regulators uses this charter, along with the 
NIEO, to justify schemes for an elaborate 
system of redistribution, which would 
compel the U.S. to share its technological 
resources and output with the developing 
nations. 

Another scheme designed to benefit the 
developing nations at potentially great cost 
to the Western industrial societies is the 
Code of Restrictive Business Practices, 

adopted by the General Assembly in 1980. 
This Code forces multinational corporations 
to sell their technology and know-how more 
cheaply and less efficiently for the benefit 
of the Third World nations. 

Perhaps the most widely known effort on 
behalf of NIEO is the Law of the Sea 
Treaty. After eight years of fruitless negoti
ations, the U.S. delegation on April 30, 1982, 
refused to approve the Draft Convention of 
the Law of the Sea Treaty. A main reason 
for U.S. opposition to the treaty was the at
tempt by the developing nations, represent
ed by a coalition commonly referred to as 
the Group of 77, to use the negotiations as 
part of their general effort to establish the 
NIEO. They insisted that the Sea Law 
Treaty be based on the notion that re
sources of the earth, particularly the deep 
seabed mineral deposits, were the "Common 
Heritage of Mankind," to be enjoyed by all 
even though the very high cost of develop
ing these resources would be borne by the 
U.S. and a few other industrial states. This 
would amount to a massive redistribution of 
wealth and technology, conflicting with 
American concepts of private property, free 
enterprise, and competition. 

Another target of U.N. regulatory activity 
is the pharmaceutical industry. During the 
past six years, four different U.N. entities
UNCTAD, the U.N. Center for Transna
tional Corporations, UNIDO, and the World 
Health Organization <WHO>-have been 
trying to control pharmaceuticals. Enact
ment by WHO of a code recommending reg
ulation of breast-milk substitutes, for in
stance, has serious implications for the reg
ulation of food products in general and 
drugs in particular. WHO is also planning to 
regulate drug quality by establishing a body 
that would, in effect, supersede the U.S. 
Food and Drug Administration. UNIDO, 
moreover, is trying to redistribute the reve
nues of the pharmaceutical companies by 
limiting royalties and prices; it is also seek
ing ways to obtain licensing information and 
technology transfer for the benefit of un
derdeveloped countries. 

The economic offensive against the indus
trial nations shows no signs of abating. U.N. 
Secretary General Javier Perez de Cuellar 
of Peru has called on the U.N. to continue 
and accelerate its efforts at redistribution. 
In a December 15, 1981, speech, he noted 
that he was assuming his post at a time 
when "the longstanding initiative for the re
newal of global negotiations between North 
and South is coming back within the pur
view of the U.N." 

AMERICANS AT THE U.N.: AN ENDANGERED 
SPECIES 

A frequently ignored problem facing the 
United States at the U.N. is the diminishing 
number of Americans in top-level, decision
making posts. Though the U.S. foots 25 per
cent of the U.N.'s bill, Americans occupy 
only 17.32 percent of selected professional 
staff in the Secretariat of the U.N. system.8 

The U.N. Secretary-General admits that the 
number of U.S. citizens in senior and policy
making U.N. posts is well below the "desira
ble" range-and falling. 9 

At first, personnel quotas mirrored the 
size of a nation's financial contribution to 
the organization. The developing countries, 
however, forced a reinterpretation of the 
U.N. Charter provision that stressed "equi
table geographical distribution." The weight 
of financial contributions was reduced and 

• As of December 1981, from the State Depart
ment, 10/IR 2, 3/82. 

9(A/37/378/Add. 1, p. 7.> 

now affects only 55 percent of the quota. 
According to 0. Richard Nottidge, Deputy 
Director for Policy Coordination at the U.N. 
Personnel Office, this proportion is likely to 
continue to diminish. Not only the U.S. 
loses when the number of Americans at the 
U.S. dwindles. Though other nations have 
sent hardworking, well-qualified nationals 
to the U.N., Americans are widely acknowl
edged to be among the most efficient em
ployees. In addition, according to a high
ranking American who has worked in the 
Secretariat almost since its inception, most 
other nationals, especially from the develop
ing states of the Third World, "do not un
derstand the profit motive," and thus are 
less inclined to save the U.N. money and run 
it in a businesslike fashion. Some Secretar
iat employees appear to assume that the 
U.N. is to be used for private gain; this prac
tice seems more prevalent, or at least more 
obvious, among non-Americans. Nottidge 
also states that "Third World countries may 
have good, qualified people-but not neces
sarily available for employment by the 
U.N.'' 

While the role of Americans at the U.N. is 
shrinking because of Third World pressure, 
Moscow's power probably is mounting. It is 
well known, for example, that the Soviet 
Union has violated Article 100 of the U.N. 
Charter by placing Soviet KGB agents in 
the Secretariat. 10 Two Soviet employees ar
rested by the FBI in 1979 were subsequently 
convicted of espionage. Former U.N. Secre
tary General Kurt Waldheim even appoint
ed a KGB officer as head of Personnel in 
Geneva, where the U.N. now has more em
ployees than at its New York headquarters. 
According to Arkady Shevchenko, the high
est-ranking Soviet official in the U.N. before 
his defection in 1978, a very high percentage 
of Soviet delegates assigned to the U.N. Sec
retariat and other internationally staffed 
U.N. organizations, as well as the Soviets' 
own U.N. mission, report in one way or an
other to the KGB. 

THE NONALIGNED 

The major force at the U.N. is the group 
of so-called nonaligned nations. Despite its 
name, the group is strongly pro-Boviet. The 
Communist bloc and less developed nations 
may have quite diverging interests, but 
share an anti-imperialist and anti-capitalist 
rhetoric. This seems to supersede common 
sense and the reality of international rela
tions. 

An Asian diplomat, who wishes to remain 
anonymous for fear of Soviet reprisals 
against his country, told The Heritage 
Foundation that developing countries usual
ly side with the Soviet Union, even though 
many realize that Moscow does not help 
them much. Moscow has a miserly foreign 
economic aid program. And when it does 
contribute to such efforts as the U.N. Devel
opment Program, it does so in rubles, a non
convertible currency capable mainly of 
buying Soviet products. 

The pro-Soviet lobby at the U.N., apart 
from clients such as Angola, Cuba, Ethiopia, 
Mozambique, and Vietnam, consists of coun
tries whose relationship with the USSR is 
more tenuous but which, for a variety of 
reasons, adopt a political stance that is 
more clearly anti-Western than it is pro-

• 0 Testimony of Senator Daniel Patrick Moyni
han of New York in hearings before the Subcom
mittee on International Organizations of the Com
mittee on Foreign Affairs, House of Representa
tives, "U.S. Participation in the U.N. and U.N. 
Reform," Mar. 22, 1979, p. 11. 
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Soviet. Third World and Soviet affinity, 
however, goes beyond philosophy and such 
issues as foreign aid. Writes veteran U.N. ob
server Arieh Eilan: this fact has wider impli
cations than the mere use of similar politi
cal cliches in speeches and resolutions; it 
has affected the practice of parliamentary 
democracy in the U.N. and has gradually de
stroyed all claims of objective adjudication 
that its <the U.N.'s> Charter so clearly stipu
lates.11 

The result is a remarkably pro-Soviet 
voting pattern at the U.N. among the nona
ligned. The percentage of support for the 
Soviet Union during the 1981 General As
sembly shows overall agreement to be 84.9 
percent <compared with 25 percent average 
agreement with the U.S.). 12 

CONCLUSION 

Through the U.N., the U.S. is inadvertent
ly supporting Marxist guerrilla-terrorist 
groups. American taxpayer dollars are being 
used to promote the New International Eco
nomic Order. Americans are being passed 
over for U.N. Secretariat posts, while KGB 
agents, in violation of U.N. Charter, hold 
high positions. And a group of nations 
claiming to be "nonaligned" in reality 
almost always endorses the Moscow line. 

These cases are among many examples of 
the United Nations gone awry. For good 
reason, therefore, the U.N. is more suspect 
than at any time in its history and Ameri
can support for it is plummeting. There are 
valid and pressing questions as to whether 
the U.S. is benefiting from its expensive 
U.S. membership, given the anti-American, 
anti-Western, anti-industrial, anti-capitalist 
majority in the General Assembly. Is the 
U.S. getting any value for all that it is 
spending in resources and energy on the 
U.N.? These are questions that the Reagan 
Administration and the U.S. public must
with urgency-begin addressing. 

<Edited by Melanie Merkle, Research As
sistant.> 

GORDON KUTSCHER 
<Mr. SKELTON asked and was given 

permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his 
remarks.) 

Mr. SKELTON. Mr. Speaker, over 
the past weekend, I had the sad occa
sion of attending the funeral of a con
stituent and friend, Gordon Kutscher 
of Jefferson City, Mo. During a period 
spanning more than a decade I had 
grown to admire and respect. this man 
for his significant accomplishments. 

Gordon Kutscher combined qualities 
of quiet strength and a gentle manner 
in a way that brought him respect. He 
was a recognized leader in his profes
sion, his church, and in his communi
ty. He developed his talents as a teach
er to the point where he was selected 
as the first executive director of the 
Missouri Advisory Council on Voca
tional Education, a position he filled 
for nearly 14 years. He served his 
church and had served as the presi
dent of the Trinity Lutheran Church 

11 Arieh Eilan, "Soviet Hegemonism and the Non
aligned," Washington Quarterly, Winter 1981, p. 98. 

12 For voting tables, see Juliana Pilon, "Through 
the Looking Glass: Political Culture at the U.N.," 
Heritage Backgrounder No. 206, Aug. 30, 1982, pp. 
18-19. 

of Jefferson City. His efforts in the 
Optimist Club led to three terms as 
district secretary-treasurer and a term 
as Missouri District Governor. 

With all of this professional and 
community activity I know that 
Gordon Kutscher's first responsibility 
was as a husband and father. He met 
those responsibilities with the same 
strength and caring attitude that 
brought him high public recognition. 

Please allow me, Mr. Speaker, to use 
my statement today as a means tore
flect upon Gordon Kutscher's accom
plishments. I extend my sincere sym
pathy to his wife Ann and to his three 
sons. 

UNILATERAL EMBARGOES: THE 
CART BEFORE THE HORSE 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 
a previous order of the House, the gen
tleman from Texas <Mr. STENHOLM) is 
recognized for 60 minutes. 

Mr. STENHOLM. Mr. Speaker, this 
evening, my colleague, the gentleman 
from Kansas <Mr. RoBERTS) myself, 
and other Members both on and off 
the Agriculture Committee, those 
having an interest and a concern for 
various policies and procedures, bills 
and actions taken by our Federal Gov
ernment in regard to agriculture will 
be participating in a special order. 

Mr. Speaker, tonight we will be fo
cusing again on the senseless Soviet 
attack on a Korean Air Lines jetliner, 
007, which confirmed again the funda
mental inhumanity of the Soviet Gov
ernment. In the wake of the outrage, a 
strong defense against Soviet agres
sion is more necessary than ever. Our 
response must be firm-and it must be 
a continuing one. 

But some in the Congress and out 
have proposed a response to the KAL 
atrocity that would be precisely the 
wrong thing to do: An embargo on 
grain sales to the Soviet Union, or at 
least a cancellation of the recently 
signed long-term agreement governing 
grain and soybean sales. Unfortunate
ly, a unilateral grain embargo is like 
Will Rogers' description of prohibi
tion: It sounds good, but it will not 
work. 

Several of my colleagues will shortly 
explain just why it will not work. I 
should like to take a moment to sketch 
the overall dimensions of the question. 

0 1700 
Mr. Speaker, There are clearly cir

cumstances in which trade sanctions 
should be imposed. But in the current 
debate, those who have called for a 
grain sales cutoff seem to have done so 
because they really could not think of 
much else to suggest. This is not a 
sound reason to impose an embargo. 
We have to ask ourselves not simply 
whether an embargo is an option open 
to us, but also what would be the 

likely consequences of exercising the 
option unilaterally. 

If all nations that sell grain to the 
Russians agreed to join in a sales 
cutoff, and if all of them abided by 
that agreement, and if agriculture was 
not singled out, but was part of an 
across-the-board trade embargo-then 
this approach would hold some prom
ise. Unfortunately, that is a great 
many "if's," and recent history teach
es us that unilateral embargoes hurt 
Americans more than Soviets. 

How quickly we seem to unlearn the 
lessons of the last few years. The 1980 
Soviet grain embargo is estimated to 
have cost this Nation $11.4 billion in 
overall output and 310,000 jobs. More 
than 9 months passed before prices for 
wheat, com, and soybeans returned to 
preembargo levels. Price supports trig
gered by postembargo conditions cost 
the U.S. taxpayers more than $2 bil
lion. Again, in 1982, the pipeline sanc
tions proved ineffective and idled 
American workers while severely 
straining the Western alliance. 

Several problems make agricultural 
trade an especially poor foreign policy 
tool under most circumstances: 

First, alternate sources of the em
bargoed product are easy to find be
cause farm goods are essentially undif
ferentiated and available from many 
sources. This is precisely what the 
Soviet Union did in 1980. U.S. sales 
were lost in the short term, and in the 
long run the U.S. embargo provided an 
incentive for other nations to expand 
their production and exports under 
the "umbrella" of our embargo. 

Second, because food supplies are a 
unique and overriding requirement, 
importers put special emphasis on reli
able sources of supply. The U.S. suf
fers from a reputation as an unreliable 
supplier, and this costs us sales. 

Third, the price effects of embargoes 
in commodities markets are usually 
much more pervasive than in manu
facturing sectors. 

Fourth, once an embargo is imposed, 
the disincentive to lift it is great, be
cause it would appear to be "sending 
the wrong signal." 

Despite all these disadvantages, an 
embargo might work if America's 
allies were behind it. But this has been 
precisely the problem in the past, and 
would be today. It is deplorable that 
the West would not join in concerted 
action against the Soviet menace. But 
it is a fact. And when we see how diffi
cult it was to get agreement on rela
tively painless civil aviation sanctions 
and Security Council resolutions, we 
must agree that there is no prospect of 
widespread compliance with any trade 
sanctions the United States might uni
laterally impose. 

Should we do it anyway as many 
argue? Would we really "short" the 
Soviet market if we withheld grain 
sales from the United States, a very le-
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gitimate question? The new long-term 
agreement calls on the Soviets to buy 
at least 9 million metric tons of grain 
from us annually. If we refused to 
honor our commitment, our major 
competitors could make up that short
fall by increasing their total exports 
just 12 percent. They could make up 
for our wheat sales by increasing their 
total wheat exports by less than 8 per
cent. 

In the past, we have put the cart of 
trade embargoes before the horse of 
Western unity. This has been our 
basic mistake. We must build up the 
cohesion and will of the non-Commu
nist nations, including our own. As 
their ultimate defender, the United 
States must also be these nations' 
moral leader. But we do not fulfill 
that role by trade cutoffs in the ab
sence of any discernible consensus 
whatever. 

American farmers are patriots and 
will shoulder their part of the 
common defense burden. But they 
should not be singled out to bear the 
whole brunt of an embargo that 
cannot succeed. To waste our re
sources in this way would not be a ra
tional response to Soviet aggression. It 
would simply weaken the most basic 
industry-agriculture-in a nation that 
is still the last, best hope for freedom: 
The United States, whose laws we in 
Congress are charged to make not 
with emotion but with the best 
wisdom we can muster. 

Let us rededicate ourselves to a 
strong defense in the wake of the Sovi
ets' brutal act. And let us rededicate 
ourselves also to a real and measurable 
strengthening of the Western alli
ance-not in force of arms only, but in 
force of will. But let us be ever mind
ful that an action against an enemy 
should be more than a noble gesture: 
It should hold some promise of having 
an effect. Experience teaches us that a 
unilateral grain embargo would not 
meet this test. 

Mr. ROBERTS. Mr. Speaker, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. STENHOLM. I would be happy 
to yield to my colleague, the gentle
man from Kansas <Mr. RoBERTS). 

Mr. ROBERTS. I thank my col
league for yielding. 

Mr. Speaker, I along with my good 
friend and colleague from Texas, Mr. 
STENHOLM, have requested this special 
order in an effort to educate our col
leagues on why sanctions of this order 
and embargoes that single out one 
sector of the economy are not an ap
propriate response to the Soviets' 
downing of the Korean Air Lines 
flight 007. 

In the broader picture, unilateral 
sanctions and trade disruptions are 
not appropriate foreign policy tools in 
a world that depends on trade and the 
free flow of goods between countries. 

The savage downing of the Korean 
Air Lines jet has renewed the debate 

over the use of economic sanctions as 
a weapon in our foreign policy arsenal. 
Members of the media, some in Con
gress and, according to poll results, a 
majority of the citizens of the United 
States responded to the Soviets' act of 
barbarism with calls for immediate 
cancellation or suspension of grain 
sales made under the recently signed 
long-term grains agreement. 
It is downright amazing how quickly 

we forget the lessons learned in recent 
years in the foreign policy and trade 
arena when it comes to imposing eco
nomic and trade sanctions. In the last 
decade, beginning with the Nixon ad
ministration, through the Ford admin
istration, the Carter administration, 
and the Reagan administration, the 
foreign policy experts at the State De
partment and other agencies in the 
Federal Government have, with amaz
ing regularity, pushed for trade sanc
tions to modify the behavior of other 
nations' conduct of foreign policy. Just 
as regularly, these policies have failed. 

The most disastrous trade sanction 
tried in recent years was the Carter 
grain embargo of 1980. This grain em
bargo was the Carter administration's 
response to the invasion of Afghani
stan. Unfortunately, the Carter em
bargo cost the nonfarm sector of the 
U.S. economy an estimated $11.4 bil
lion in overall national output, 310,000 
jobs, and $3.1 billion in personal 
income. The impact on the American 
farmer was that net farm income 
plummeted from $33 billion in 1979 to 
around $18 billion in current years. 

Before the grain embargo, the 
United States supplied as much as 70 
percent of the grain purchased by the 
Soviets. Last year we supplied just 
over 30 percent of their imported 
grain, and this year the percentage 
will decline even further. The 1980 
grain embargo did little more than en
courage our competitors to stimulate 
grain production. Argentina, Brazil, 
and Canada have all seized upon this 
opportunity and increased their pro
duction and exports to the Soviet 
Union. The European Common 
Market-particularly France-now 
supplies wheat to the U.S.S.R. where
as before they had an insignificant 
share of that market. Five countries 
now have long-term agreements with 
the Soviets that lock them into hard 
currency sales of bulk commodities. 

In my view, the Soviet grain embar
go was little more than symbolism. 
After substantial hardship was forced 
on the American economy and the 
American farmer, the simple fact re
mains that today, over 3 years later, 
the Soviets are still in Afghanistan. In 
nearly everyone's eyes, the embargo 
failed. But, yet there are those who 
want to go down that trail again. 

I would hasten to add that this ad
ministration's record is not spotless 
when it comes to the use of economic 
sanctions. Last year the President 

tried to pressure our allies and the 
Russians by imposing sanctions on the 
export of technology that was being 
used in the construction of the natural 
gas pipeline. That effort failed. The 
pipeline is still being built. The real 
loser was Caterpillar and other Ameri
can firms who had contracts to supply 
equipment for the pipeline. However, I 
would credit this administration with 
the fact that there has not been a 
knee jerk reaction to the airlines inci
dent and the imposition of an embargo 
on grain sales. It is unfortunate that 
some Members of this body want to re
impose grain embargoes. 

More to the point, this administra
tion is just now beginning to repair 
some of the damage done by the 1980 
grain embargo in terms of replacing 
market shares lost to other countries. 
The current cost of the farm program 
can, in part, be traced to the oversup
ply caused by the grain embargo. The 
last 3 years of declining farm income 
can be traced in part to the 1980 grain 
embargo. 

America's reliability as a trading 
partner has suffered as a result of re
peated use of trade sanctions over the 
last decade. No longer can our trading 
partners be totally sure that U.S. 
firms can honor their contracts and 
commitments. Certainly, the contract 
sanctity legislation that has been 
adopted in recent years has helped re
store some of America's reliability as a 
trading partner, but with the news 
media and Members of Congress advo
cating the use of sanctions, I am sure 
potential purchasers of U.S. goods 
wonder if the contract they sign will 
be good. 

I urge my colleagues to think of the 
consequences of imposing another se
lective embargo. The farm economy is 
beginning just now to see some light 
at the end of the tunnel. Due to the 
drought and the payment-in-kind pro
gram, we are seeing some improve
ment in farm prices. This will trans
late into better net farm income this 
year. This may mean that farmers will 
begin to purchase farm machinery, 
trucks, tractors. This will translate 
into jobs for the laid-off steelworker 
and the laid-off auto workers. It will 
translate into a more vigorous and 
healthy economy. Too often too many 
members of this body forget that 
when the farmer is healthy, so is the 
rest of the economy. 

Mr. Speaker, back in 1980, President 
Carter, in response to the Soviet inva
sion of Afghanistan, took his grain em
bargo ax and gave the farmer 40 
whacks. 

Today, unfortunately, after seeing 
what the Soviets have done in the 
tragic murder of 269 people in shoot
ing down Korean Air Lines flight 007, 
we have some in the Congress who 
want to give the farmer 41. 
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Unfortunately. we are getting used 

to this kind of treatment. And, I must 
say that from an emotional stand
point, and from a symbolic standpoint, 
imposing a grain embargo on the 
Soviet Union makes some sense. And, I 
want to make it clear that the farmer
stockman reacted with the same kind 
of anger and frustration and grief 
shared by all Americans following the 
Soviet's gunning down of the innocent 
victims of flight 007. 

I understand the frustration and the 
anger. I share it. It prompted one col
umnist within the Washington Post to 
say, "At least Carter did something." 
Last Sunday, the Post carried a 
lengthy opinion piece claiming our ag
ricultural exports represent little more 
than "hawking our grain" at the ex
pense of our environment, farmers, 
and consumers. The New York Times 
sampled public opinion to find a ma
jority favored another grain embargo. 

In the other body, Senators MoYNI
HAN, LEviN, and BYRD could not wait to 
hold press conferences to indicate 
their willingness to use our grain to 
protest Soviet aggression. In this body, 
Congressmen WEAVER and FLORIO and 
others hurried to introduce resolu
tions calling for the suspension of the 
new long-term grain agreement with 
the U.S.S.R. 

Immediately after the tragedy, the 
national media washed and dried and 
recycled every possible policy option 
this country could take. Once again, 
the selective use of agriculture and the 
farmer as a foreign policy tool headed 
the list. I understand all of this. I also 
understand the comment from one ac
quaintance of mine who said, "If the 
wheat farmer has to depend upon sell
ing grain to the Soviet Union in order 
to make a living, maybe it's time for 
him to find another job." Or even 
more to the point, the comment that 
everyone was for a grain embargo 
except for some crybaby farmers. Cry
baby farmers. 

Let us talk about those crybaby 
farmers for a minute and what actual
ly happened in farm country when all 
of this talk was taking place-not an 
actual embargo mind you, just the talk 
of an embargo. 

In the first place, during that week 
of debate immediately following the 
shooting down of flight 007, the tem
perature was still setting record highs 
and no moisture was in sight out on 
the High Plains, 1100, 1150, 118°. That 
farmer got up at the crack of dawn to 
check his cattle tank and doubtlessly 
turned on the radio to get the morning 
market report. As it turned out, there 
was not any market. He learned the 
Russians had shot down a Korean pas
senger plane and already there was 
talk of another embargo. 

Let us take it a step further and say 
he had already scheduled a session 
with his banker to determine if he 
could rework his loan coming due. If 

he was like most farmers in my 
county, he survived the last year by 
the skin of his teeth. He is now follow
ing a strict marketing timetable dictat
ed by his banker. With his payment
in-kind grain and a good yield this 
year, he is just able to pay taxes and 
juggle his bills. 

I might add he has been down this 
road before. There have been two 
grain embargoes with Ford and Carter, 
a beef price freeze under Nixon, con
sumer boycotts, truck and dock 
strikes, unbelievable interest rates, 
and despite what they say on the news 
about inflation, the cost of everything 
he has to have to stay in business con
tinues to go up while his market con
tinues at depression levels. 

Add to that a current farm program 
that is not working, costing too much, 
and almost impossible for a farmer to 
pencil out, let alone explain to his con
sumer cousins. 

All right, he gets in his old pickup 
and heads for the local elevator to find 
wheat prices already off the limit. He 
thinks, surely someone in Washington 
has learned from past experience that 
embargoes do not work, that restric
tions on grain sales when other coun
tries take up the slack make no sense, 
that while farmers went bankrupt the 
Russian troops were still in Afghani
stan. 

But now, the Soviets have murdered 
some 269 people, and folks, under
standably. want the President to take 
action, any action. Now, this young 
man would also probably be a Vietnam 
veteran. He is also a patriot who loves 
his country and would fight for his 
and his neighbor's individual freedom. 
He knows about his counterpart in 
Poland. He knows about the Soviets 
exporting arms and revolution in Cen
tral America. He knows this President 
is making every effort to get our mili
tary back into shape. If the President 
wanted to send a real message to the 
Soviets and embargo everything, the 
whole works, fine. If push came to 
shove, he would go along with that. 

Chances are when he left the eleva
tor, he went to the local cafe where 
there were more pickups. Chances are 
most of those folks were wondering 
aloud about their immediate and long
term future given the fact Senators 
and Congressmen were falling all over 
themselves suggesting this Nation use 
their grain as a means of protest. And, 
that young farmer probably found out 
he and his banker really could not 
make any decision on his future given 
the political situation in Washington. 

May I suggest to my colleagues and 
the press and all of those folks who 
write those public policy reports with 
all of those 35-cent words-this is not 
a spectator sport. Those are real farm
ers out there and what you say and 
suggest has an immediate effect upon 
their income. I did not hear anyone 
suggesting Senator LEviN's auto work-

ers or Senator BYRD's coal miners sac
rifice a significant part of their income 
to finance reparations for those who 
lost their lives, a stronger military re
sponse, or some additional U.N. action 
to change the Soviet airspace policy. 
That would be ridiculous. But in the 
case of the farmer, that is precisely 
what some say he should do. 

At the end of the week following the 
downing of flight 007, I would imagine 
our young farmer friend woke up at 
dawn, if he got any sleep at all, he 
tried to pick up the all-news station 
from Texas, I imagine he fumbled 
around in the kitchen to get some 
coffee started, he probably stared at 
his bills and his bookwork on the 
kitchen table that he has to take to 
his banker sometime, and no matter 
which way he figured it, the result 
would be the same. Unless there was 
some turnaround in the next few 
months or a year, he is going to have 
to sell part of his home place or he is 
going out of business or he is not going 
to make it. His hometown banker will 
not be able to carry him any longer. 

I would imagine with all the talk 
about the embargo and trade sanc
tions and the like, he would think 
Washington was trying to tell him 
something; that he should not be in 
the farming business; that this talk 
about how the country needed young 
family farmers was just that, talk. 
After all, his dad probably told him 
that when he took over the family op
eration. 

At the same time that my colleagues 
were in this well giving 1-minute 
speeches and introducing resolutions 
calling for this response and that re
sponse, he was probably staring out 
the kitchen window looking across the 
prairie with worry on his brow and 
pain in his eyes, just another crybaby 
farmer. 

Such talk, my colleagues, is not 
cheap or without sacrifice in farm 
country. 

D 1710 
Mr. HIGHTOWER. Mr. Speaker, 

will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. STENHOLM. I yield to the gen

tleman from Texas. 
Mr. HIGHTOWER. Mr. Speaker, I 

rise in firm support of what my distin
guished colleagues have previously 
stated about the futility of imposing a 
grain embargo on the Soviet Union or 
canceling the new long-term grain 
sales agreement as an irresponsible 
and ineffective response to the down
ing of Korean Air Lines flight 007. 

We all condemn the Soviet Union's 
brutal and barbaric act of needlessly 
taking the lives of so many innocent 
people. However, some of our col
leagues are insisting on useless sym
bolic gestures, which have been proven 
to be more harmful to the United 
States than to the Soviets, as a means 
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of retaliation. The record indicates 
that trade sanctions simply do not 
work. Secretary of Agriculture John 
Block has gone so far as to character
ize President Carter's 1980 embargo as 
"a case study in failure." I hoped that 
everyone learned a lesson from the 
embargo of 1980, which is believed by 
many experts to have been more dam
aging to the economy of our own coun
try than to that of the Soviet Union's. 
By not honoring our current agree
ment with the Soviets and refusing to 
sell any of our grain, we would inform 
our farmers and the remainder of our 
economy that we in Congress failed to 
heed the recent lesson in history 
which clearly demonstrated that grain 
embargoes do not work. The Carter 
grain embargo on January 4, 1980, 
which was designed to be a protest of 
the Russian invasion of Afghanistan, 
much of the recent cry for an embargo 
to protest Russia's downing of KAL 
007, was a dismal failure. The Soviet 
Union subsequently imported more 
grain than it did in any other year in 
its history, indicating the failures of 
such actions. 

There are a number of reasons why 
the Carter embargo failed, the same 
which would bring about the failure of 
a new grain embargo. Embargoes 
simply will not work with fungible 
commodities such as grain, especially 
when the other sources of supply are 
so eager to accept any share of the 
Soviet market which the United States 
has chosen to hand them. It would be 
extremely bad judgment on our part 
to predict that others will buy our bad 
economic decision to once again 
impose an ineffective embargo on the 
Soviets. 

Our call for unity among other 
grain-producing nations during the 
Carter embargo was met with out
raged refusal from Argentina, patent 
lipservice from Canada, and sulky 
compliance from France. Nobody likes 
to play follow the leader when the 
leader declares a policy of punishing 
the enemy by beating himself over the 
head. The facts are these: Australia 
tripled its grain exports to the 
U.S.S.R. from 1979 to 1980; Canada 
doubled its Soviet grain exports; the 
European Common Market was 
charged by its own Parliament with 
undercutting the embargo effort by 
tripling its. exports of total farm prod
ucts to the Soviets in 1980, and Argen
tina nearly quadrupled its 1980 grain 
exports to the Soviet Union. 

This year Canada, Australia, and the 
European Economic Community have 
harvested record or near-record crops, 
placing them in a very strong position 
to take over any portion of the Soviet 
market which we might relinquish via 
an embargo. These competing coun
tries have also strengthened their hold 
on the Soviet market even more by 
signing trade agreements which will 
make it even more difficult to regain 

the 70-percent share of the Soviet 
grain export market which we enjoyed 
before the Carter embargo. Following 
the embargo our share of the Soviet 
market plunged to around 13 percent. 
Last year we recovered to about 30 
percent, · but all indications are that 
this year our share will decline even 
further. 

Embargoes not only hurt our farm
ers, they also damage the entire U.S. 
economy. While the initial effects of 
the Carter embargo were partly offset 
by increased exports to other coun
tries, losses to industry, Government, 
and farmers were substantial. Esti
mates indicate that: Our inland trans
portation industry lost $120 to $175 
million in reduced freight business, 
the U.S. balance of payments lost up 
to $2.5 billion directly from reduced 
exports and up to $1.9 billion from 
lower unit values of all U.S. grain ex
ports in 1980 and most of 1981. The 
Government incurred costs of $1.5 bil
lion for acquisition of additional com
modities, $1 billion for interest, stor
age, and handling of these commod
ities, and $375 million in the form of 
target price payments to wheat farm
ers. The largest impacts, however, are 
those that take into account not only 
the sectors which were directly affect
ed, but producer and consumer sectors 
on a national basis. Estimates place 
these losses at $11.4 billion in overall 
national output, 310,000 jobs, and $3.1 
billion in personal incomes earned in 
the U.S. 

In its recently released report, 
"Technology and East-West Trade: An 
Update," the Office of Technology As
sessment of the U.S. Congress stated 
that it is unlikely that sanctions and 
embargoes against the U.S.S.R. "have 
hurt enough to make a real differ
ence." As for any symbolism generated 
by the embargo, the study indicates 
that the "messages sent to the 
U.S.S.R. have been unclear; and the 
U.S.S.R. may itself have benefited 
from the disruptions in the western al
liance precipitated by U.S. policies." 

I hope that my colleagues in the 
House will recognize the futility of 
such actions. An embargo of U.S. grain 
simply ignores the structure of the 
international grain market. American 
farmers have an enormous stake in ex
ports. In 1982, the U.S. exported over 
$39.1 billion in agricultural commod
ities and had an agricultural trade sur
plus of $23.7 billion. One in three 
acres of U.S. farmland produces for 
the export market, with two-thirds of 
our wheat and over half of our cotton, 
soybeans, and rice sold into the export 
market. Put simply, exports are a very 
important key to American agricultur
al profitability. Restricting the ex
ports of U.S. grain creates more 
market opportunity for other nations 
and puts an unjust foreign policy tax 
on U.S. agriculture and the rest of the 
economy. Rather, I would like to sug-

gest looking at the positive aspects of 
continuing grain sales. Every dollar 
spent by Soviets for American grain is 
a dollar that is not spent for arms. It 
is time the United States stopped 
using the farmer and his grain as tools 
of foreign policy. Let us not forget 
that our quarrel is with the Soviet 
Government and leaders, not with the 
Russian people who are deprived and 
perhaps denied food by the failure to 
provide regular shipments of grain 
from the United States. 

0 1720 
Mr. STENHOLM. Mr. Speaker, I 

thank my colleague and my neighbor 
from Texas for a very informative and 
helpful contribution to this special 
order. 

I think the gentleman said a couple 
things that bear repeating. Three hun
dred and ten thousand jobs were lost 
as a result of the 1980 grain embargo. 
That is 310,000 American men and 
women who do not have jobs today be
cause of the last time we imposed such 
unilateral sanctions. 

Another point that I would like to 
emphasize is that the Soviets do pay 
in cash. Many times in the past they 
have paid in gold, but it is cash sales 
and that is more than we can say 
about much of the rest of the current 
agricultural trade in the United 
States. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield to my colleague, 
the gentleman from Mississippi <Mr. 
FRANKLIN). 

Mr. FRANKLIN. Mr. Speaker, I 
thank my colleague for yielding. 

I want to take this opportunity to 
commend the gentleman from Texas 
<Mr. STENHOLM), and the gentleman 
from Kansas (Mr. ROBERTS) in taking 
the initiative on this most important 
issue to American farmers. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise today to speak to 
this issue as a representative of a dis
trict which is as heavily agricultural as 
any district in America. Cotton, soy
beans, and rice are the foundation of 
our total economy in Mississippi, and 
the success or failure of those agricul
tural commodities sends shock waves 
throughout the business community 
of my district. 

Four times in the past 10 years our 
farmers, along with the farmers of the 
United States, have been told by our 
Government that they cannot export 
all of the products that they produce. 
When you consider that 1 out of every 
3 acres planted in this country is 
planted for the export market, it is 
easy to see the devastating impact of 
any agricultural embargo. 

Our country's reputation as a reli
able supplier is, of course, diminished, 
and our direct economic loss is indeed 
substantial. In 1980 alone, the embar
go cost our Nation over $11 billion in 
total output, along with many thou
sands of jobs, as my colleagues have 
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indicated earlier. The price supports 
on the farm programs cost the taxpay
ers over $2 billion, and at the same 
time farm prices declined, and they 
stayed down for almost a year after 
that embargo was imposed. 

We enacted that embargo, as we all 
know, to punish the Soviet Union. I 
believe it is interesting to note just 
how the Soviet Union responded to all 
that punishment we dished out. Very 
simply, they merely went somewhere 
else to buy what they wanted, and 
they found willing suppliers all over 
the world. Canada doubled their grain 
exports, Australia tripled theirs; the 
European common market tripled its 
exports, and Argentina quadrupled its 
exports of agricultural commodities. 
And if that embargo has accomplished 
its goal of getting the Soviets out of 
Afghanistan, I am certainly not aware 
of that fact. 

So, while our Government has doled 
out all this punishment to the Soviets, 
our farmers have seen their foreign 
markets slowly but surely slip away. 
Reclaiming our percentages of those 
markets may well prove to be an im
possible task now. 

As long as our farmers continue to 
produce more and better crops, we as a 
Government have to do everything we 
can to remove any obstacles standing 
between our producers and their for
eign markets. The fact of the matter is 
that we must try to sell our agricultur
al products to every major market of 
the world, no matter how repugnant 
that buyer's actions might be to us at 
home. 

0 1730 
The hard realities of the market

place, both domestic and internation
ally, demand that we do just that. If 
we are to have a firm and effective 
farm policy, Mr. Speaker, then we 
must respond firmly to outrageous ac
tivities by foreign nations. We have 
got to do that. Certainly a policy 
which serves primarily as a cause for 
economic chaos in the farm belt is 
hardly an effective one for us to take 
as a Nation. 

We have used our farmers as politi
cal pawns before and it simply did not 
work. It did not work in the past, it 
will not work today, and I urge my col
leagues to consider the real conse
quences of embargo politics. I thank 
the gentleman for yielding. 

Mr. STENHOLM. I thank the gen
tleman from Mississippi for his contri
bution. 

Mr. DASCHLE. Mr. Speaker, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. STENHOLM. I yield to the gen
tleman from South Dakota. 

Mr. DASCHLE. Mr. Speaker, I want 
to commend the gentleman from 
Texas and the gentleman from 
Kansas. 

I have been asked the question in 
the last couple of days why are we 

doing this, given the fact that this ad
ministration has made it clear: An em
bargo will not be invoked. 

The answer to that is very simple. 
There are many of those here in the 
House who do not share that view, 
who, if they had their opportunity to 
present the legislation they have al
ready introduced, we would be debat
ing this very issue tomorrow after
noon. 

So, the question is not dead at all. 
The question is before us, and I think 
that were it not for our demonstration 
of unanimity among farm States, that 
we again would be facing this issue 
itself in the form of an amendment or 
the form of a resolution in the very 
near future. 

So, I think it is to the credit of the 
congressional forum that we bring this 
issue up, that we consider it in a very 
serious way. 

I commend the administration for 
their position on this issue. They were 
under very serious pressure early on to 
do what past administrations have 
done, and that is to invoke an embargo 
in the wake of an international crisis. 
But there is a fundamental rule, and 
that rule, I think, ought to be clear 
and uppermost in the minds of all of 
us each and every time one of these 
situations occurs. And that is whatever 
sanctions, whatever kind of retribu
tion we as a country apply, has to hurt 
them more than it hurts us. That is 
fundamental. · 

There are those in this House who 
disregard that rule. There are those in 
this House who believe that regardless 
of what pain it may inflict on us, that 
it is imperative that we show what eco
nomic muscle we can utilize in situa
tions such as the Korean Air Lines in
cident. 

Well, to them I would offer this re
minder. We as a Nation, an economic 
power, must demonstrate internation
al credibility. We owe the internation
al community the assurance that, re
gardless of what international tension 
there may be, we will be a credible 
supplier of products, regardless of 
what they are. 

We also need to insure that produc
ers around this country can depend 
upon this Government for the conti
nuity that they must have in farm 
export policy. I have had more than 
one farmer tell me that there is only 
one thing more unpredictable than 
the weather, and that is the Federal 
Government and its policy. 

Well, I do not think there is any 
question about that. In the last few 
years our lack of continuity has been 
devastating on the farmers; it has 
been devastating on the markets. And 
I think it has been devastating to our 
international reputation. 

A South Dakota farmer once told me 
in a conversation I had, not too long 
ago, that even if it does hurt them 
more than it hurts us he would be will-

ing to suffer through the conse
quences, if one thing happened. That 
one thing would be that they not be 
singled out, that, as farmers, they 
would not once again be asked to bear 
the brunt of the kind of economic ret
ribution that we so often want to 
impose. So do our friends-whether 
they are within the agricultural sector 
or the international sector, I think it is 
imperative that we make that state
ment loud and clear. Farmers are will
ing to accept their share of the re
sponsibility as long as they are not to 
be singled out. 

I think a recommendation I received 
not too long ago from some farmers in 
South Dakota made a lot of sense. 
That recommendation was that, 
rather than have an embargo, why 
would it not be in our best interests to 
get an agreement among all farm-ex
porting nations that we would add a 
surcharge onto every bushel of wheat 
and every agricultural product of any 
kind sold to the Soviet Union. That 
surcharge would then be used to pay, 
at least in part, the reparation to the 
families of the victims in the loss of 
the jet airliner. I think it makes a 
great deal of sense. 

But we have to do more than just 
prohibit an embargo. We have to do 
more than simply say that we are 
going to rely upon exports, if indeed 
we look to some kind of continuity in 
the future. What we have to have is a 
long-term farm program that does not 
rely on the Soviet Union, that does 
not rely on any one country for the 
kind of economic prosperity for which 
we all look in the future. 

We need exports. On that there is no 
question. We need research. On that 
there can be no question, as well. But I 
believe that we also need a strong and 
a well-thought-out, supply-manage
ment program that goes hand in hand 
with an export program. 

So, let us loudly proclaim our opposi
tion to the embargo. Let us hope that 
grain embargoes are now behind us, 
and let us develop a plan in which we 
are not dependent upon one country, 
we are not dependent upon one form 
of market enhancement. Let us, in
stead, depend upon a comprehensive 
plan in which we can look for some 
continuity, for some credibility, and 
for some confidence to the future. 

I thank the gentleman for the time. 
Mr. STENHOLM. I thank the gen

tleman from South Dakota. 
I think the gentleman from South 

Dakota mentioned one point I would 
like to reiterate at this point. That is 
the question as to why focus the at
tention on a grain embargo today. He 
focused on it. And I would just point 
out, and I think our colleague from 
Nebraska will go a little more in depth 
to this in just a moment, that we have 
the Export Administration Act. It was 
due on the floor sometime in the next 
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2 weeks. We had to have a special bill 
today just to get us past October 1, be
cause the current act expires as of Oc
tober 1. 

There are many suggested amend
ments floating around. The concern of 
the agricultural community is not only 
acts of commission, which an embargo 
is, but also acts of omission in which 
adding language to contracts, adding 
language to the Export Administra
tion Act, that will again run up a 
warning flag as to whether or not con
tracts signed by American business
men will mean what they say. It is 
better known as contract sanctity. And 
it is an issue that we must pay more 
attention to. 

In the agricultural community we 
have been very concerned about past 
embargoes, and now we find ourselves 
with concern as to whether or not we 
are going to add language that will 
again cause concern and cause our cus
tomers and prospective customers to 
be looking for other markets. 

Mr. DASCHLE. Mr. Speaker, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. STENHOLM. I yield to the gen
tleman from South Dakota. 

Mr. DASCHLE. I appreciate the gen
tleman bringing up that particular 
case. I think there are going to be sev
eral different kinds of opportunities in 
which those, who support embargoes, 
can do so. And I think that they may 
be under the mistaken notion that 
Congressmen who represent farmers 
cannot agree on anything, that farm
ers, if they ever organized in a firing 
squad, would form in a circle. It is 
probably true in many instances. But I 
do not think there ought to be any 
question that when it comes to an em
bargo, there is almost unanimous sup
port among the Democrats and Re
publicans, conservatives, and liberals, 
in terms of . the effort that we would 
put forth in defeating any kind of an 
amendment of that kind. 

So, I think that while we may have 
our differences of opinion on just 
about everything else, there is almost 
unanimity of opinion when it comes to 
an embargo. And I think that unanim
ity would be expressed in opposition 
each and every time an amendment 
would be offered. 

Mr. WOLFE. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. STENHOLM. I yield to the gen
tleman from Michigan. 

Mr. EMERSON. Mr. Speaker, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. STENHOLM. I yield to the gen
tleman from Missouri. 

Mr. EMERSON. I thank the gentle
man for yielding. 

Mr. Speaker, I want to, first of all, 
commend the gentleman from Texas 
and the gentleman from Kansas for 
leading this dialog here this after
noon. I think it has been very enlight
ening in many respects. 

As I travel about my own district 
and my State and run into people 
from all walks of life, I am very fre
quently asked the question, Why do 
we want to continue feeding the Rus
sians after they have committed atroc
ities such as that of the Korean Air 
Lines flight 007? I always respond that 
it has nothing to do with our wanting 
to feed the Russians; it has to do with 
the fact that markets do exist in the 
world, and that if we are not filling 
them, others are very likely to. 

0 1740 
I think the discussion we have had 

here this afternoon, this dialog, I hope 
will go a long way to informing the 
public that it is not our desire to do 
anything necessarily to favor the Rus
sians but that we do live in a real 
world, further illustrating the fact 
that our experience with embargoes 
over the course of the past 10 years 
has been absolutely devastating to the 
agricultural economy of this country 
and to our own American producers 
and to many other related industries. 

If embargoes are to be applied I 
think that most farmers would see 
some merit to them providing the em
bargoes were across the board and 
that agriculture was not singled out to 
pay the price and pay the price alone. 

But I think in addition to that there 
would have to be another element and 
that is that our allies would have to 
act in concert with us. It would not be 
fair for us to impose an embargo and 
have our erstwhile allies in the world 
rush in as they have so many times in 
the past to fill the market that we are 
giving up. 

I have, in conjunction with this 
effort, since the issue arose now sever
al weeks ago introduced a sense of the 
Congress resolution, House Concur
rent Resolution 174, saying that it is 
the sense of the Congress that there 
shall be no embargo unless it is across 
the board and unless it is adhered to 
by our allies as well as by ourselves. 

I am pleased to say, having intro
duced that resolution last Friday, that 
we now have 40 cosponsors. The gen
tleman from South Dakota alluded to 
the fact that on this issue we have a 
lot of Republicans and a lot of Demo
crats, a lot of liberals and a lot of con
servatives agreeing. That is true. Of 
the 40 cosponsors that we now have on 
this House concurrent resolution, 20 
are Republicans and 20 are Democrats, 
and I think the full ideological spec
trum of the House of Representatives 
is represented here. 

So I want to take this opportunity to 
encourage others of my colleagues 
who may not already be on the resolu
tion to join with us. We want to have 
as many cosponsors as we can and 
hopefully we can get some action on 
this resolution. 

The gentleman from Texas has 
pointed out that this administration 

certainly has no intention of imposing 
an embargo but there are forces at 
work in the national media, in the 
House and in other quarters that 
think that that is the right way to go. 

I think that we in the Congress have 
an obligation on behalf of not only our 
agricultural producers but all of those 
interested in this subject to say that 
no unilateral embargoes, embargoes 
that are not participated in by our 
allies, are going to happen again. 

We are not going to shoot ourselves 
in the foot again. 

I thank the gentleman for yielding 
and once again commend him and the 
gentleman from Kansas on their very 
fine efforts in this matter. 

Mr. STENHOLM. I thank the gen
tleman for his comments in addition 
to his discussion. I think too many 
who might be listening or watching or 
maybe reading the CONGRESSIONAL 
RECORD on this discussion may be 
thinking, well, cetainly here is a group 
of Congressmen representing their 
special interest: Agriculture. 

I would plead guilty to that. 
I represent a very rural, a very agri

cultural district. But I would also 
point out to those that may not recog
nize, that even in a district in west 
Texas, 35 counties, 33,000 square 
miles, the percent of my constituents 
who are farmers is less than 8 percent. 

So what we are talking about is yes, 
a special interest, but it is a special in
terest to all of America because if you 
eat you are involved in agriculture. 
When we make decisions at the Feder
al level that affect us as embargoes in 
the past have indeed affected this in
dustry, it has impact on everyone. 

We have heard about the loss of jobs 
in the agricultural sector. Let us also 
recognize the figures now are estimat
ed in regard to the embargo on pipe
line equipment, sanctions on the ship
ment of heavy equipment to the 
Soviet Union in regard to the gas pipe
line, in that instance we are now esti
mating 15,000 lost jobs in that one in
stance alone and that is nonagricul
tural. But it pertains directly to what 
we are talking about and the recogni
tion that whatever we do, certainly 
the agricultural community stands 
ready to stand arm in arm with all of 
America in doing those things neces
sary to make certain that America pro
vides our rightful leadership in the 
free world. 

That is what we are trying to focus 
on. 

Mr. SKELTON.· Mr. Speaker, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. STENHOLM. I now yield to my 
colleague from Missouri <Mr. SKEL
TON). 

Mr. SKELTON. I thank my friend 
from Texas for yielding. 

I also wish to compliment him on 
taking out this special order tonight 
on this very important issue. 
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You know, back in Missouri we have 

a saying that it is not so bad if you 
step in the hole the first time but it is 
the second time when you step in that 
same hole that it is pretty bad. 

We not only have a situation here 
that is potentially stepping in the hole 
a second time, it is stepping in that 
hole a third time. You see, we have al
ready had two agricultural embargoes, 
one under a Republican President and 
another under a Democratic Presi
dent. This is, of course, and has been a 
serious problem for agriculture and 
farmers in America. 

I think that we should not have an 
embargo. I was appalled to see a leader 
of the United States Congress the day 
after the tragedy that occurred to 
Korean flight 007 urging an agricul
tural embargo against the Soviet 
Union. 

It took us some 2 years to get an 
agreement again dealing with grain 
with the Soviets and here is a leader 
asking that we forgo that. 

What has happened as a result of 
the previous embargoes was a disaster 
to the American farmer. Many people 
across our land do not understand the 
impact it had on our economy or the 
impact it has upon agriculture in our 
Nation, but the farmer knows. You ask 
him about it and he will know. 

I think we should live up to our 
word. I think we should step forward 
and produce and live up to the agree
ment. 

An embargo does not do anyone any 
good. It hurts the American farmer. It 
does not assist us in our fight against 
communism and tyranny. 

The farmers in this country have 
had a difficult time, as we all know, 
for the last 3 years. Then we have a 
situation now where there are those 
who want to impose another embargo 
and cause them to even have more dif
ficult times. 

The farmer in this country allows us 
to have the best bargain in the world 
and that bargain is the food that we 
eat here in this country. It is the food 
that we can export and do export. It is 
food at a reasonable price. 

A recent survey showed that we in 
America spend only some 12 percent 
of our income for food as opposed to 
26 percent, 52 percent or, in some 
cases, 72 percent of national income 
for food in some other countries. 

The farmer needs to get back on his 
feet and an embargo is not the way. It 
would be counterproductive. 

What we need is to go in the other 
direction. We have seen in the past 3 
years a falling in the agricultural ex
ports from this country. That has 
been a disaster to our agricultural 
economy and it has been a disaster to 
our smalltown economy. Small towns, 
as you know, depend upon the agricul
tural economy to be strong and, of 
course, when the smalltown economy 
is strong, large-town, city economies 

are strong, and it is all so interwoven. 
That is why we must do our very best 
to rebuild the agricultural exports 
that we once had and do a better job. 

Agriculture is the largest industry in 
America. It is larger than the automo
bile industry, the steel industry, and 
the housing industry all combined. We 
must do our best to make sure that we 
increase that industry rather than sit 
by and watch it slowly die. 

I am concerned that as we have been 
approaching the election year next 
year I have not seen the great debate 
develop over agriculture and the need 
for agricultural exports. I think this is 
something that should be discussed 
and discussed at length by those who 
are interested in either maintaining or 
obtaining the White House in this 
country. 
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We have the greatest potential eco

nomically in the area of agricultural 
exports and we are not taking advan
tage of it. 

This is something that I hope those 
who are aspiring to the White House 
will look forward to and participate in. 

I think those of us here in this body 
should do our best to see that the 
American consumer understands that 
this is something that will assist them 
in building up our economy because, 
you know, it all starts back on the 
farm. 

If the farmer is doing well, he is 
going to buy that new tractor or the 
new automobile or the new dress for 
his wife, or the new shoes for his chil
dren. 

This of course in turn causes the 
economy of a small town and in turn 
the economy of the large city to turn 
into something that is stronger and 
more viable. 

So let the great debate begin on the 
need for agricultural exports. 

I compliment the gentleman from 
Texas (Mr. STENHOLM) for giving us 
this opportunity. I hope that today 
will be a landmark day in urging those 
who are interested in this issue to con
tinue to spread the word so that all 
across America they will understand 
the need, not to go backward in an em
bargo, but to go forward to increase 
our agricultural exports in the days 
ahead. 

Mr. STENHOLM. Mr. Speaker, I 
thank my colleague from Missouri for 
a very enlightening contribution to 
this debate tonight. I think he makes 
a very good point, one which I think I 
can safely say all who are participat
ing tonight, Members of the Agricul
tural Forum, a group that has just 
been formed of those Members inter
ested in agriculture, in our policies, 
what we do, whether we serve on the 
committee or serve on the Committee 
on Foreign Affairs. on which we will 
hear from our colleague in just a 

moment; it is a subject in which we are 
all interested. 

This group will be talking about the 
issues. tonight it is embargo, next 
week or next month we can talk about 
future farm legislation. export trade. 
There has been some excellent work 
recently done in the media questioning 
whether or not we ought to be export
ing at all. We are exporting our water, 
we are exporting our energy that we 
do not have in great abundance in this 
country. 

A lot of people have asked us why 
export at all? I think there are some 
very good answers as to why we export 
at all, when we think in terms of $35 
billion in value which helps cut our 
trade deficit this year by $15 billion. 
In the past 3 or 4 years we have had 
trade surpluses in agriculture of $20 
billion a year. It is something of na
tional significance. It does need to 
have the opportunity to talk about the 
various alternatives. 

At this time I would be pleased to 
yield to my colleague from Nebraska 
(Mr. BEREUTER). 

Mr. BEREUTER. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to revise and 
extend my remarks and to include re
lated tables. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is 
there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from Nebraska? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. BEREUTER. Mr. Speaker, I 

begin by thanking the gentleman from 
Texas (Mr. STENHOLM) for yielding to 
me. I would like to pay special tribute 
to the gentleman <Mr. STENHOLM) and 
the gentleman from Kansas <Mr. RoB
ERTS), for the leadership they have 
shown in providing an opportunity for 
concerned Members tonight to develop 
what I think will be collectively a very 
important statement for our col
leagues and for the American public 
on the question of the appropriateness 
or inappropriateness of grain embar
goes and embargoes of agricultural 
products generally. 

Certainly I think a number of excel
lent statements have been made here 
tonight. 

I would also like to mention that I 
am very pleased to be a part of the 
effort begun by the gentleman from 
Kansas and the gentleman from Texas 
in bringing together people who are 
interested in the best interests of the 
country as expressed through our con
cerns for agribusiness and agriculture. 

And to my colleague from Missouri 
<Mr. EMERSON) for offering House 
Concurrent Resolution 174 of which I 
am proud to be a cosponsor. 

Mr. Speaker, the Reagan administra
tion recently faced a most difficult 
international incident with the down
ing of the Korean airliner. In marked 
contrast with the past. however, the 
United States President did not at
tempt to punish the Soviets for their 

., 
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aggression and brutality with rash 
counterproductive export controls. 

Rather, the President kept his prom
ise. He remembered the painful les
sons of the past. Instead of applying 
symbolic-but ineffectual-export ·con
trols, the President acted responsibly 
and thoughtfully by working with the 
other nations of the world to formu
late a firm, continuing and apt ex
panding international response. 

Regrettably, some other national 
leaders have not learned the necessary 
lesson. In a quest for a meaningful re
sponse to this latest act of Soviet bar
barism, they have chosen to advance 
the most meaningless solution, a ter
mination of the long-term agreement 
for the sale of United States grain to 
the U.S.S.R. 

I hope that my colleagues and I, by 
taking to the well today, can quell per
manently the possibility of such a re
sponse from this body or any other re
sponsible national leader. 

At first blush, the termination of 
sales agreements sounds like a logical 
way to "punish" another nation which 
engages in conduct of which we disap
prove. Through a denial of this trade 
"benefit," supposedly that party or 
nation will be encouraged to alter its 
behavior to conform with the desired 
norm, so that the desired trade benefit 
will be restored. 

A closer look at our past use of such 
"punishment" reveals that such ac
tions have backfired. The targeted in
tended nation has been little affected 
while U.S. farmers, ranchers, and busi
ness owners have been dealt a stagger
ing blow by the embargo boomerang. 

The partial grain embargo of 1980, a 
response to Soviet moves in Afghan
istan, offers a classic example of the 
folly of unilateral embargoes. 

Under our 5-year agreement with 
the U.S.S.R., that nation could have 
purchased 918 million bushels <25 mil
lion metric tons) of grain and soybeans 
in 1980. By limiting Soviet purchases 
to the 294 million bushels (8 million 
metric tons) specified in the 5-year 
agreement, the 1980 embargo thrust 
upwards of 625 million bushels < 17 mil
lion metric tons> of grain back on the 
market. Restrictions on the export of 
other commodities were applied as 
well. U.S. poultry producers, for exam
ple, lost an order for 65,000 metric 
tons of chicken. <Unlike grain produc
ers, however, they went uncompensat
ed for their losses.) Obviously, prices 
plunged immediately. 

To take a closer look at the impact 
of the embargo on just one industry
the soybean industry-one can see the 
damage that was done. That industry 
lost 1.3 million metric tons of sales, 
causing prices to drop by almost $1 a 
bushel in the weeks following the em
bargo. Over $1 billion in lost inventory 
value was never recovered. 

Schnittker Associates, in its study 
for the National Com Development 

Foundation, estimated that the embar
go cost the United States: 

First, $11.4 billion in total lost U.S. 
output; 

Second, 310,000 jobs; 
Third, $3.1 billion in reduced person

al income; 
Fourth, $1.5 billion for acquisition of 

commodities by the Federal Govern
ment and $1 billion in increased stor
age/handling/interest costs for those 
added commodities; 

Fifth, $375 million in added wheat 
price support expenses; 

Sixth, balance of payment losses of 
up to $2.5 billion for lost export sales 
and up to $1.9 billion due to lower unit 
values of all grain exports in 1980-81; 

Seventh, $240 million to $365 million 
in lost income for the ocean shipping 
industry; and 

Eighth, inland shipping income 
losses of $120 million to $175 million. 

It is a staggering list. 
As we should have expected, other 

nations eagerly stepped in to snatch 
up our renounced markets. Australia 
and Argentina, for example, jumped at 
the chance to sell grain to the Rus
sians. As a result of the opportunity 
we handed them, Argentina subse
quently signed a 5-year, 745-million
bushel (20 million metric tons) sales 
agreement with the Soviets. Sixty-five 
percent of that country's total grain 
exports now go to the U.S.S.R. In 
1978-79, that figure was 10 percent, 
moving from 10 percent to 65 percent. 

With regard to just the lost soy
beans, the Soviets readily replaced 
these commodities with purchases of 
soybeans from Brazil and Argentina; 
rapeseed meal from Europe, Canada, 
and South Africa; soybean meal from 
Europe, Argentina, and Brazil; and 
palm oil from Malaysia. 

Over Thanksgiving vacation of last 
year, I had an interesting experience. 
In Moscow I walked into the office of 
the Deputy Minister of Agriculture for 
International Affairs. His first com
ment, which took me back a little bit, 
was to ask me how the Nebraska Com
husker football team was doing. 

We got back on the usual track after 
he identified himself as a former Iowa 
State graduate-we got back on the 
track he wanted to pursue and that 
was that they-well-had found other 
suppliers for the agricultural products 
we were refusing to sell them. 

Second, that our embargo was going 
to have no impact whatsoever on their 
internal or external policies. 

And third, that they regarded us, 
even more than ever before, as an un
reliable trading partner. 

I think for me that just confirmed 
what I had thought in the first place, 
but it was interesting to hear it direct
ly from the man most directly in
volved in the Soviet Ministry of Agri
culture. 

Agreements with our allies, irration
ally developed after the announce-

ment of the embargo, were mere 
window dressing. In essence, the 
United States was left to go it alone. 
Of the 5. 7 million tons of suspended 
grain sales the Soviets replaced during 
the embargo period, the National As
sociation of Wheat Growers reports 
that 68 percent came from countries 
that had informally agreed to cooper
ate with the United States on the em
bargo. 

At the same time, U.S. sales to 
Russia plunged almost $2 billion. Our 
total share of the U.S.S.R. market 
dropped from a June 1979 high of 74.2 
percent to a June 1981 low of 23.5 per
cent. 

As a result of our ill-fated embargo, 
the Soviets locked in long-term supply 
agreements with a number of nations 
for a wide variety of commodities. 

TABLE I.-SOVIET GRAIN IMPORTS BY ORIGIN JULY-JUNE, 
MILLION METRIC TONS (MMT) 1 

1980-81 1981- 82 1982-83 
(estimate) 

Argentina .......................................... 11.2 13.3 9.5 
Australia ........... ................ ................ 2.9 2.5 ..................... . 
Canada.............................................. 6.9 9.1 9.0 

~~=-~ .. ~~~.~~~.::::: :::::::::: :: ::::::: H ~:~ ~:~ 
-----------------

Total non-United States ........... 26.0 29.5 24.0 
United States .................................... 8.0 15.1 2 9.0 

-----------------
Total........................................ 34.0 44.9 33.0 

1 World Perspectives, Inc., Oct. 25, 1982. 
2 level as of May 1, 1983, is just over 6MMT. There are 36.7 and 39.4 

bushels per metric ton of wheat and corn, respectively. 

TABLE 2.-U.S. SHARE OF SOVIET IMPORTS OF WHEAT AND 
COARSE GRAINS 

[Million metric tons-July- June] 1 

United 
States 

1972/73.. .............. ................ ................... 13.7 
1973/74...... ............................ ................. 7.9 
1974/75..... ................. .......... ................... 2.3 
1975/ 76................................................... 13.9 
1976/77 ................................................... 7.4 
1977 /78................................................... 12.5 
1978/79...................... ............................. 11.2 
1979/80....... .................. .......................... 15.2 
1980/ 81 ....................................... ............ 8.0 
1981/82 ................................................... 15.3 

Total 

22.5 
10.9 
5.2 

25.7 
10.3 
18.4 
15.1 
30.4 
34.0 
45.0 

60.9 
72.5 
44.2 
54.1 
71.8 
67.9 
74.2 
50.0 
23.5 
34.0 

1 Wharton Econometric Forecasting Associates Centrally P1anned Economies 
Current Analysis, "Soviet Agricultural Trade," Oct. 12, 1982. Pg. 2. 

SOVIETS TURN TO AGRICULTURAL TRADE AGREEMENTS 
WITH NON-U.S. SUPPLIERS 

Supplying country and commodity 

Brazil: 
Soybeans .................................... ·-··················· 
Soybean meal ................................................. . 
Soybean oils ..........................................•......... 
Corn ................................................................ . 
Cocoa beans ................................................... . 

India: 
Cocoa liquor .................................................... . 

Sesame seeds ................................................. . 
Ground nuts .................................................... . 
Rice ................................................................ . 
Barley ........................................................•..... 

Argentina: 
Soybeans ................•..............................•.......... 
Corn and/ or sorghum ..................................... . 
Boneless beef ................................................. . 

New Zealand: 
Butter .................. ........................................... . 
Whole milk powder ......................................... . 

500 
400 
40 

500 
10 
10 

10 
30 

500 
100 

1 500 
4,000 

60-100 

40 
30 

Period of 
shipment 

1982-86 
1982-86 
1982-86 
1983-86 
1983-86 
1983-86 

1981 
1983 
1981 
1981 

1981-85 
1981-85 
1981-85 

1981 
1981 
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SOVIETS TURN TO AGRICULTURAL TRADE AGREEMENTS 

WITH NON-U.S. SUPPLIERS-Continued 

Supplying country and commodity 

canada: 
Wheat or wheat flour, barley, oats ................ . 

1 Minimum. 

Quantity per 
year !1,000 

Ml) 

4,000 

Period of 
shipment 

1981-86 

CORN AND WHEAT LEAD U.S. SALES LIST TO USSR IN 1982 
[Dollars in millions] 

Volume 
Commodity Value (metric 

tons) 

Corn...................................................... $818.8 2 7.0 
Wheat ................................................... 802.2 2 4.3 

649,000 
41,400 ~fk,:;s;e;r~c:::::: : :~ : :::::::::::::::::::: 1~g 

Tallow ................................................... 17.9 39,500 

1 No. U.S. sunflowerseed oil exported to U.S.S.R. in 1981. 
2 1n millions. 

Volume 
change 

percent from 
1981 

-22.8 
-4.6 

-94.8 
I -100.0 

-59.2 

To repeat a painful, but truthful 
phrase, we have now become a "residu
al supplier" for the Soviets. 

The economic sacrifices we made 
were wasted. The Office of Technolo
gy Assessment reported recently 
that-
It has yet to be convincingly demonstrat

ed-indeed it would be virtually impossible 
to prove-that the U.S.S.R. has ever moder
ated its policies in response to threats or 
acutal impostion of trade sanctions. 

The OTA further stated that-
u.s. sanctions and embargoes may well 

have hurt the U.S.S.R., but it is unlikely 
that they have hurt enough to make a real 
economic difference. 

A particularly disturbing conclusion 
of the OTA should merit our special 
attention. That office warned "the 
U.S.S.R. may itself have benefitted 
from the disruptions in the Western 
Alliance precipitated by U.S. policies." 

The lessons of the past have been 
painful. But I hope we have learned 
from them. I hope that we will take 
the opportunity that we have at this 
very moment to make certain that 
such misguided policies will never 
again be inflicted upon the American 
farmer and rancher. 

Later this week, the Export Adminis
tration Amendments Act of 1983 <H.R. 
3231>, will come to the House floor. 
That bill, as presently written, will 
make it less likely that these mistakes 
will happen again. More so than target 
price legislation, and dairy price sup
ports, reform of the Export Adminis
tration Act of 1979 is the most impor
tant agriculture issue of this session. 

This bill will make four key changes 
in the current export control law 
which will have a special impact on 
the agricultural community. 

First and foremost, the bill will es
tablish a constitutional mechanism for 
the congressional oversight of foreign 
policy and short supply embargoes. 
Present law gives Congress 30 days to 
veto a Presidential embargo. A recent 

decision of the Supreme Court invali
dating the legislative veto, however, 
has left Congress without any means 
of overturning an embargo decision. 
Had President Reagan acted to embar
go the sale of grain to the Soviets in 
the wake of the Korean airliner inci
dent, Congress would have been pow
erless to stop him. 

As a result of language that I of
fered during subcommittee markup, 
H.R. 3231 now contains provisions for 
a constitutional veto mechanism. The 
provisions of the bill provide that an 
embargo may take effect for 60 days. 
If, at the end of that time, however, 
the Congress has not passed a joint 
resolution of approval, the embargo 
lapses. Not only does this meet the 
Court's test of constitutionality, but 
this approach also virtually assures 
that no protracted embargoes will ever 
occur. By relying on a positive act of 
affirmation for an embargo to contin
ue, rather than an affirmative act of 
veto for it to be halted, the Congress 
places a far more difficult path before 
the President in his efforts to continue 
export controls on agricultural com
modities. 

Provisions of the bill also are de
signed to correct past folly, when the 
President acted first, and then con
sulted our allies and the Congress. As 
written, H.R. 3231 makes it clear that 
Congress intends this consultation to 
be real and prior to the fact. 

Finally, the bill strikes at the heart 
of the embargo problem by stiffening 
our commitment to contract sanctity. 
In addition to the 270-day contract 
sanctity provision contained within 
last year's Futures Trading Act of 
1982, the bill provides for absolute 
contract sanctity in situations when 
short supply controls are imposed. 
This contract sanctity would be in ad
ditions to the 270-day contract sancti
ty period given agricultural export 
contracts by Public Law 97-444, the 
Futures Trading Act of 1982. 

Subject to your exceptions, unlimit
ed contract sanctity would also be es
tablished when foreign policy controls 
are applied. Comparable legislation in 
the other body, however, has unlimit
ed contract sanctity without such con
ditions. Such an approach is far pref
erable. 

Agricultural exports are a major de
terminant of farm income, accounting 
for $1 of every $3.50 earned by the ag
ricultural sector. Furthermore, rough
ly 1.2 million people owe their liveli
hood to the production, processing, as
sembling or distribution of agricultur
al exports, with more than 630,000 of 
those jobs being in the nonfarm 
sector. Given the pivotal role that ag
ricultural exports play in the Ameri
can economy, we must do everything 
possible to make certain that our sales 
effort continues unimpeded by any ac
tions of our own. If the United States 
is to ever rehabilitate its reputation as 

a reliable supplier of agricultural prod
ucts for foreign sales, we must pass 
the reforms contained within H.R. 
3231. I solicit your strong support for 
that legislation. 

I urge my colleagues, wherever they 
might be at this point, to listen and 
look long and hard at the arguments 
presented by my colleagues here this 
afternoon and tonight. 

I thank. the gentleman from Texas 
<Mr. STENHOLM) and especially the 
gentleman from Kansas <Mr. RoB
ERTS). And I appreciate the opportuni
ty to provide these facts for our col
leagues and the American public. 

0 1800 

AGRICULTURAL EXPORTS 
The SPEAKER pro tempore <Mr. 

SAM B. HALL, JR.). Under a previous 
order of the House, the gentleman 
from Kansas <Mr. RoBERTS) is recog
nized for 60 minutes. 

Mr. ROBERTS. Mr. Speaker, I 
thank the gentleman from Nebraska 
<Mr. BEREUTER) for his very fine com
ments and I think the record should 
show that the gentleman has just 
completed a very well researched, ar
ticulate report or commentary on why 
a selective embargo not only is not in 
the best interests of agriculture, but 
not in the best interests of consumers, 
not in the best interests of our foreign 
policy, and I think speaking for pro
ducers in my district as well as farmer
stockmen in Nebraska, I thank the 
gentleman for his contribution. 

At this time, I yield to my good 
friend and colleague, the gentleman 
from Texas <Mr. PATMAN), who, like 
myself, is a former marine, and stands 
firm in our Nation's defense, but not 
at the expense of agriculture. 

0 1810 
Mr. PATMAN. I thank my colleague 

for yielding, and I want to add my con
gratulations to the gentleman for his 
work in organizing this special order 
and the other Members who are par
ticipating in it. I also want to con
gratulate my distinguished colleague, 
the gentleman from Texas <Mr. STEN
HOLM) for his cochairmanship of this 
effort. I believe this is extremely 
timely, and I am glad to be able to par
ticipate in this special order. 

Mr. Speaker, I want to add my ex
pression of opposition to any grain em
bargo which may be proposed in re
sponse to the Soviet Union's recent 
atrocities. 

My district in south central Texas 
contributes significantly to Texas' po
sition as a leading agricultural export
er. Farmers in our area were adversely 
affected by the 1980 grain embargo; 
and they remember the lessons from 
that ill-fated action, even if those who 
have called for another embargo do 
not. 
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As a nation, we lost some $11.4 bil

lion in overall production, along with 
an estimated 310,000 jobs. With its 
nearby gulf coast ports, from which 
the grain exports leave this country, 
the 14th Congressional District · lost 
even more than its share of the sales 
of wheat, rice, grain sorghum, com, 
and soybeans. Many of our farmers 
are just now recovering from that loss; 
others have not recovered. 

The embargo may have been a dra
matic gesture, but it was a classic case 
of good intentions gone wrong. And 
the crushing irony is that, as the 
Office of Technology Assessment re
cently reported, we have never seen 
convincing evidence that the Soviet 
Union has moderated its policies in re
sponse to threats or actual imposition 
of this or any other trade ·sanction. 

The report conceded: 
U.S. sanctions and embargoes may well 

have hurt the U.S.S.R., but it is unlikely 
that they have hurt enough to make a real 
economic difference. 

On the contrary, the U.S.S.R. may 
itself have benefited from the disrup
tions in the Western Alliance which 
came about as a result of the embargo. 

Before the 1980 embargo, this 
Nation was the Soviet Union's pre
ferred grain supplier. With the embar
go, that demand simply went else
where. America's share of the Soviet 
grain market has fallen from 70 to 20 
percent. 

In short, a grain embargo at this 
point would be both ineffective and 
counterproductive. It would not 
render the Soviet Union's leaders any 
more repentant for the Korean air
liner massacre-but it would make life 
a little more difficult for American ag
riculture. 

If a less appropriate action could be 
taken by this Congress, it has yet to be 
seriously proposed. 

Mr. ROBERTS. I thank my col
league for his kind comments and for 
his contribution. 

Mr. Speaker, at this time I yield to 
my good friend and colleague, the gen
tleman from Texas <Mr. RALPH M. 
HALL). 

Mr. RALPH M. HALL. Mr. Speaker, 
I thank the gentleman from Kansas 
<Mr. RoBERTS) and the gentleman 
from Texas <Mr. STENHOLM) for allow
ing us to avail ourselves of this podium 
for this special order. 

Any present-day discussion on an 
embargo must have as its beginning a 
trip back to another day and time. 
Today, as in the mid thirties we are in 
an agricultural emergency. As in the 
midthirties, when Franklin Delano 
Roosevelt tried to bring us out of a 
worldwide depression, people look to 
their Government for guidance and 
relief. Mr. Roosevelt passed a series of 
laws, later to be referred to as "trial
error." I might add that there was 
plenty of both-trial and some error. 

We have found, however, that the 
part of Roosevelt's program that 
worked was the part that dealt with 
the dignity of work-the WP A, the 
CCC, the Forestry Service. One of the 
programs dealt with the American 
farmer. Price supports were intro
duced. And even though it was against 
the grain of the independent-thinking 
farm community, food was plowed up 
and destroyed at a time when the 
world was hungry. Men and women of 
agriculture complied and waited for a 
decent price support. 

They still wait. Instead of fair and 
equitable supports, they received inad
equate farm programs, leading to a 
steady but sure atrophying away of 
the family farm concept. It seems that 
either bad weather, or inadequate con
gressional support, or a combination 
of both, militated against a fair deal 
for those men and women who furnish 
food and fiber for the world. 

This brings us to today. Today-now. 
As has been ably and fully reported by 
the media, the entire world is outraged 
at the brutal and violent actions of the 
Soviet Union in the Korean airline 
massacre. There is a worldwide cry for 
retaliation against the U.S.S.R. At a 
time when our response to the Soviet 
Union should be strong and positive, it 
would be inadequate for us as Mem
bers of Congress to send a weak mes
sage to the Soviet Union. A grain em
bargo as we have seen in the past is 
not an effective way of harshly repri
manding the Soviet Union for their 
barbaric action. 

Agricultural trade overseas brings in 
money to the economy which offsets 
our trade imbalance. In 1982 the 
United States exported $39.1 billion in 
agricultural products. One out of 
every 3 acres of farmland produces for 
exports. I am told that before 1980 the 
United States had 75 percent of the 
Soviet grain market and now the 
United States has only 25 percent of 
the Soviet grain market, even though 
total Soviet imports are greater than 
before the embargo. The Soviet Union 
responded to the embargo by seeking 
their import needs from other suppli
ers. Perhaps they still purchase 
through some of our neighbors-our 
grain-lessening our profit. The agri
cultural embargo caused the agricul
tural sector of the economy to carry 
all the burden of world diplomacy. 

This unfair burden on farmers only 
resulted in an inadequate retribution 
to the Soviet Union. Agriculture has 
suffered severe long-term losses from 
past embargoes; we must not continue 
to let the agricultural industry in this 
country suffer by using it as an unsuc
cessful tool of diplomacy. If the lead
ership of this country chooses other
wise-then we should put a decent 
support under the commodity to be 
sold, or embargoed. For example, $3.65 
per bushel is a ridiculous support for 
wheat when the U.S. Department of 

Agriculture itself says it costs $5 a 
bushel to produce it. 

We must not stand by and once 
again watch the men and women of 
agriculture suffer unilaterally for our 
action, or our inaction. If we do place 
an embargo on any other part of the 
world, we must not single out the 
farmers of America. We must, through 
the long-sought pursuit for parity, let 
our entire country participate in such 
an embargo. 

Mr. SIMON. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. ROBERTS. I yield to the gentle
man from Illinois. 

Mr. SIMON. I thank the gentleman 
for yielding. 

Mr. Speaker, I concur in what the 
gentleman has to say, and I commend 
those who are responsible for having 
this discussion here. 

Back a few years ago I asked an 
intern in my office, a student from the 
Universtiy of Michigan by the name of 
Elizabeth Schrayer. to do a study on 
this history of embargoes not only in 
our country but in other countries. 
She did that history of embargoes, and 
the conclusions were two: 

First, generally the country that im
posed the embargo shot themselves in 
the foot. And second, an embargo can 
be effective only if you have a monop
oly on the product. 

We do not have a monopoly on soy
beans or com or food products gener
ally; so that we ought to be most hesi
tant in moving in the direction of em
bargoes, frankly, of any kind-even 
pipes for pipelines or earth-moving 
machinery or anything else. We ought 
to make clear to the countries of the 
world that we are a reliable trading 
partner. And, ultimately, it seems to 
me that nations are going to trade in 
normal commerce or they are going to 
trade bullets. It is a heck of a lot 
better to be trading in normal com
merce. 

Mr. RUDD. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. ROBERTS. I yield to the gentle
man from Arizona. 

Mr. RUDD. Mr. Speaker, I have a 
question that I would like to address 
to my very distinguished colleague, 
the gentleman from Illinois <Mr. 
SIMON). 

The gentleman mentioned that 
those countries which had imposed 
the embargo shot themselves in the 
foot. Could the gentleman explain 
that, please? 

0 1820 
Mr. SIMON. If my colleague would 

yield, I would be pleased to explain 
that. 

What happens is that when we 
impose that embargo, we end up hurt
ing American farmers, for example. 
The Soviets, in this fungible interna
tional kind of trade situation, are able 
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to get whatever they want, maybe 
with a little inconvenience, but they 
get it. 

My figures will not be accurate, but I 
remember back about 3 years ago or 4 
years ago we sold New Zealand some 
embargoed dairy products, about $10 
million worth as I recall. About 10 
days later, New Zealand sold the 
Soviet Union about $10 million worth 
of dairy products. Who are we fooling? 
Again, I commend the gentleman. 

Mr. RALPH M. HALL. I again want 
to thank the gentlemen from Kansas 
and Texas. 

Mr. ROBERTS. I thank the gentle
man for his comments and his contri
bution. 

Mr. PENNY. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. ROBERTS. I yield to my col
league and friend, a member of the 
House Committee on Agriculture, the 
gentleman from Minnesota <Mr. 
PENNY>. 

Mr. PENNY. I thank the gentleman 
for yielding. 

Mr. Speaker, I come to the floor 
today to join my colleagues in speak
ing out against another grain embar
go. I want to commend my colleagues 
from the Committee on Agriculture, 
the gentleman from Texas <Mr. STEN
HOLM) and the gentleman from Kansas 
<Mr. RoBERTS) for sponsoring this spe
cial order. 

We have in recent days heard again 
the call for a grain embargo against 
the Soviets. We all know that in the 
past a grain embargo has really only 
hurt American agriculture because the 
Soviet Union has been able to turn 
elsewhere to provide for their needs 
for agricultural products. We know 
that a grain embargo has not worked 
in the past and has only hurt Ameri
can agriculture, and yet there are 
those who call for that response again 
today. 

I endorse this administration's posi
tion in opposition to a grain embargo. 
We all agree that a response is neces
sary to the Soviet Union's downing of 
the Korean airliner, but I think that 
we also must agree that an effective 
response is one that is joined in by 
other nations around the world. A uni
lateral response by the United States 
is doomed to failure. We must work in 
concert with other nations, and in this 
case we certainly can because the 
Soviet action is an affront to the 
entire world and other nations will 
join us in certain sanctions. 

We recently completed a long-term 
grain agreement with the Soviet 
Union. That agreement will help in 
part to restore our trading relation
ship with that nation. It was men
tioned earlier here on the floor that 
we, prior to an earlier embargo, had 75 
percent of the Soviet market for grain. 
That is now down to close to 20 per
cent. With this recent agreement, we 
can recover a portion of that market. I 

am told we can climb back to about 40 
percent of the Soviet demand for 
grain. 

It is important not only to reestab
lish that relationship with the Soviet 
Union, but it is important in terms of 
the message that it sends to other na
tions around the world, a message that 
will tell them we are again a reliable 
trading partner, and that is important 
to American agriculture. If we are to 
provide profitability for agriculture in 
the years to come, we must reestablish 
that reputation as a reliable trading 
partner. 

Again, I join my colleagues in speak
ing out against a grain embargo. 
American farmers have already suf
fered due to low prices and high inter
est rates. We do not want those farm
ers to suffer further by the imposition 
of another grain embargo. 

Mr. ROBERTS. I thank the gentle
man for his comment, and again, for 
his contribution. 

Mr. STENHOLM. Mr. Speaker, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. ROBERTS. I yield to my good 
friend and colleague on the House 
Committee on Agriculture, the gentle
man from Texas <Mr. STENHOLM>. 

Mr. STENHOLM. I thank my col
league for yielding and I will be brief 
in summing up now. I believe we are at 
the end of our special order, since we 
do not seem to have any other Mem
bers wishing to speak today. 

In response to my good friend and 
colleague, the gentleman from Arizona 
<Mr. Runn> on his question to our 
friend, the gentleman from Illinois 
<Mr. SIMON) about what we mean by 
"shooting ourselves in the foot," I 
have used that same term myself and I 
would try to answer that question. 

Whatever we do in response to this 
particular Soviet aggression or any 
other Soviet aggression or any other 
action, we must always be mindful 
that that which we do has the effect 
of that which we intend, and that it 
reaches the target that we are shoot
ing at. Three examples come to mind 
in which recent embargoes have, in 
fact, not reached the right target, but 
have, in fact, in my opinion, shot our
selves in the foot. 

We talked about the 1980 grain em
bargo. I would also add the boycott of 
the Olympics in 1980. Who did we 
hurt by that action? Did we get the 
Soviets' attention? Did we do immeas
urable damage to the Soviet Union? I 
think not. But we shot those young 
men and women who had trained a 
lifetime to participate in a once-only 
opportunity. You only go around once 
many times in the Olympics. We pro
vided them with a lost opportunity. I 
think that is an example of shooting 
ourselves in the foot in accomplishing 
something that we do not wish to ac
complish. 

Then let us look at the latest at
tempt to embargo or to teach the Sovi-

ets a lesson, which I, myself, would 
like to see us do more of. In fact, I am 
searching for ways in which we can be 
effective. 

When President Reagan proposed an 
embargo on pipeline equipment, even 
Maggie Thatcher, Margaret Thatcher, 
"The Iron Lady," a lady for whose 
great amount of courage and leader
ship I have great respect-when we 
looked over our shoulder to see if they 
were following, they were not. Again, 
whom did it hurt? The American auto
worker, building the Caterpillar trac
tors in Illinois, was hurt. 

I think that is what the gentleman 
was getting at. 

Mr. RUDD. If the gentleman will 
yield, I thank the gentleman for the 
clarification. 

Mr. STENHOLM. I thank my col
league from Kansas for yielding, and I 
thank all of the Members who partici
pated, and especially commend the 
gentleman from Kansas <Mr. RoBERTS) 
for making this special order possible. 

GENERAL LEAVE 

Mr. STENHOLM. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that all Members 
may have 5legislative days in which to 
revise and extend their remarks on the 
subject of this special order today by 
myself and the gentleman from 
Kansas (Mr. ROBERTS). 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is 
there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from Texas? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. DORGAN. Mr. Speaker, will the 

gentleman yield? 
Mr. ROBERTS. I yield to my good 

friend and colleague, also a former 
member of the House Committee on 
Agriculture, the gentleman from 
North Dakota (Mr. DORGAN). 

Mr. DORGAN. I thank the gentle
man for yielding. 

Mr. Speaker, as the gentleman 
knows, I have gone from the House 
Committee on Agriculture to the 
House Committee on Ways and 
Means. On Ways and Means we are 
very interested in international trade. 

This special order focuses on the 
issue of grain embargoes. It is a very 
important special order and has an im
mense impact on my home State of 
North Dakota. Now, there are some 
Members of this House who are 
saying, "We should retaliate for the 
shooting down of the Korean airliner 
by imposing a grain embargo against 
the Soviet Union." It is important for 
us to think very seriously about what 
a grain embargo does; what it means 
to our economy; and what it means to 
those we impose an embargo against. 
We should have learned the hard les
sons from previous embargoes. 

0 1830 
Four successive Presidents have 

interfered with the marketing of grain 
abroad-four in a row. 
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Just a few moments ago, one 

Member mentioned the term, "shoot
ing ourselves in the foot," another 
Member asked what that meant. Well, 
it seems to me that the 1979 embargo 
was indeed a lesson of shooting one's 
self in the foot because of a neighbor's 
actions. 

We live on a very fragile planet, this 
planet Earth. We have to get along. 
We have some very severe tensions 
with some of our neighbors. From 
time to time we are called upon to 
take appropriate actions, to call for 
sanctions against some of those with 
whom we share this planet. The ques
tion we have to continue to ask our 
selves as Americans is, what kind of 
sanctions or what kind of remedies 
should we try to impose on the Soviets 
and others who are behaving in ways 
we do not accept or condone? 

I come from North Dakota, which, 
as the gentleman from Kansas knows, 
was the largest wheat-producing State 
in the Nation for 1 year. Of course, 
the gentleman from Kansas comes 
from the district that, I think, pro
duces more wheat than any other 
State in the Nation at this point. He 
never fails to bring that to our atten
tion. For that we are all very apprecia
tive. But whether a Member comes 
from the gentleman's district in 
Kansas or mine in North Dakota and 
represents agricultural interests, that 
Member understands the threat of a 
grain embargo. It is a very, very seri
ous threat to those who make their 
living from family farming. 

My guess is that if a grain embargo 
were really an effective way to im
prove our foreign relations with the 
Soviets, or to persuade them to change 
their policies, and if American farmers 
felt that was the right approach, farm
ers would say, "Fine." But American 
farmers know, first of all, that a grain 
embargo does not make any sense at 
all from a foreign policy standpoint. 
And it does not make any sense from 
an economic standpoint. It certainly 
does not make any sense from a for
eign policy standpoint. 

It accomplishes nothing. The Soviets 
can get grain through third and 
fourth party transactions, but they get 
the grain they need. The problem has 
been in the past that this country has 
embarked on unilateral grain embar
goes. Our allies did not help us. They 
just produced and sold more to the So
viets. This accomplished nothing 
except shooting ourselves in the foot. 

So, Mr. Speaker, I want to join those 
who are very concerned about grain 
embargoes. It makes good sense for us, 
when the Soviets are forced to spend 
their hard currency for a bushel of 
American wheat, to sell them wheat. A 
ruble that the Soviets spend for a 
bushel of American wheat is a ruble 
they cannot use to build another 
Soviet tank or jet fighter airplane. 

I think grain embargoes are foolish, 
and I intend to fight against those 
who wish to reimpose them. 

Mr. Speaker, I appreciate the gentle
man's yielding. 

Mr. ROBERTS. Mr. Speaker, I 
thank the gentleman from North 
Dakota <Mr. DoRGAN) not only for his 
comments but especially for his ac
knowledgement that the State of 
Kansas and, more particularly, my dis
trict does produce more wheat than 
any State. 

At this time, Mr. Speaker, I yield to 
my friend and colleague, the gentle
man from Minnesota <Mr. STANGE
LAND), who is also a member of the Ag
riculture Committee. 

Mr. STANGELAND. Mr. Speaker, I 
thank the gentleman for yielding, and 
I would like to commend the gentle
man from Kansas <Mr. RoBERTS) and 
the gentleman from Texas <Mr. STEN
HOLM) for requesting this special order 
to permit those of us from farm States 
to once again remind our colleagues of 
the futility of grain embargoes. 

However, I deeply regret that this 
exercise is even necessary. Our discus
sion here today is in large part attrib
utable to calls from many in the media 
and some in Congress for a unilateral 
embargo on grain exports to the 
Soviet Union as a result of the Korean 
airliner tragedy. 

There is no question that the Soviet 
military's merciless behavior, and the 
subsequent lies and coverup which fol
lowed this atrocity, shocked and out
raged the entire civilized world. But 
we must not let our anger over this 
blatant example of the Soviet re
gime's small regard for human life 
provoke us into taking an emotion-fed 
reaction that would end up punishing 
ourselves far more than it would the 
Soviets. 

Let us clearly make the point today 
that unilateral food embargoes simply 
do not work. 

There are several problems which 
make agricultural trade an especially 
poor foreign policy tool. Because farm 
goods are essentially the same product 
regardless of where they are produced 
and because they can be obtained 
from many different sources, the im
porting country quickly finds alterna
tive sources to meet their food needs. 
This is precisely what the Soviet 
Union did during the 1980 grain em
bargo imposed by President Carter 
after the Soviets invaded Afghanistan. 
As a result, the U.S.S.R. was not 
forced to liquidate herds and flocks as 
some U.S. policymakers had predicted. 

Unfortunately, however, the impact 
of the 1980 Soviet grain embargo was 
devastating on U.S. farmers and our 
rural communities. The immediate 
result of the embargo was a sharp de
cline in farm prices, which further 
contributed to a decline in net farm 
income that was already underway due 
to inflation and high interest rates. 

Furthermore, the 1980 grain embar
go cost our Nation 310,000 jobs and 
$11.4 billion in overall output. More 
than 9 months passed before prices for 
wheat, corn, and soybeans returned to 
their preembargo levels. In addition, 
price supports triggered by postem
bargo conditions cost U.S. taxpayers 
more than $2 billion. Yet, during this 
entire period, the Soviets had little 
difficulty in obtaining their grain re
quirements from our competitors and, 
to this day, the Russian military 
forces show no inclination toward pull
ing back from their military occupa
tion of Afghanistan. 

But the 1980 Soviet grain embargo 
was only one of several prior foolish 
and ill-conceived embargoes which 
have proven unsuccessful and robbed 
U.S. farmers of their foreign markets. 

It is generally acknowledged that 
the Nixon embargo of 1973 spurred 
Brazilian soybean production to the 
point where Brazilian soybean produc
tion is now the greatest soybean com
petitor to the United States. As a 
result of this action, the Japanese 
Government encouraged soybean pro
duction in Brazil because they were 
alarmed about the prospect of supply 
cutoffs. This production also encour
aged Argentine soybean production 
and exports which, in turn, compete 
against our farmers for foreign mar
kets. 

Subsequent embargoes in 197 4 and 
1975 during the Ford administration 
further eroded America's reputation 
as a reliable supplier in the interna
tional marketplace. 

It is this subsequent and cumulative 
effect of embargoes which, perhaps, 
proves most costly to our farmers and 
the entire American economy. Because 
food supplies are an overriding re
quirement for consuming countries, 
importers place a special emphasis on 
reliable sources of supply. The United 
States still suffers from a reputation 
as an unreliable supplier, and Ameri
ca's farmers have been forced to bear 
the cost in terms of lost sales and 
lower farm prices. 

The reaction of the United States 
against this international outrage 
must be firm and determined. Howev
er, it must not involve actions that 
capture media headlines and bow to 
public opinion polls, but rather our 
country's response should be one that 
can work. A unilateral embargo has 
never worked, it will not work today, 
and it would truly constitute another 
example of our Government "shooting 
ourselves in the foot." 

Again, Mr. Speaker, I thank the gen
tlemen for calling this special order. 

Mr. ROBERTS. Mr. Speaker, I 
thank the gentleman from Minnesota 
<Mr. STANGELAND) for his contribution. 

Mr. Speaker, I think the point has 
been well made. In my earlier com
ments and my earlier statement, I con-
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fess a parochial interest regarding an 
issue that affects the daily lives and 
pocketbooks of all the folks in my dis
trict, to the extent that perhaps my 
remarks were strongly worded and 
somewhat emotional. But I think that 
really makes the point. 

I can understand the selective use of 
an embargo from an emotional and 
symbolic point of view, but the practi
cal results are counterproductive, not 
only for the farmer but for the con
sumer and everybody in this country. I 
can report to the Members, after tour
ing 58 counties of what we call the Big 
First District of Kansas, a tremendous 
amount of real frustration as to why 
we would go back down that trail, to 
the extent that farmers in my district 
and throughout the high plains and 
indeed throughout the country would 
be going bankrupt without any practi
cal results from the standpoint that 
not one Russian troop would leave Af
ghanistan, Lech Walesa would not be 
helped in Poland, and in this particu
lar case the Soviets actually changing 
Soviet policy with regard to their air 
flights would simply not be in the 
cards. 

So, Mr. Speaker, we have really 
formed a new group, with the help of 
the gentleman from Texas <Mr. STEN
HOLM) and many others. We have over 
30 Members of this body who have 
formed something called the Congres
sional Agricultural Forum, and to 
borrow a phrase used by one of the 
more famous broadcast journalists, it 
is our intent to tell the other side of 
the story when in fact we get some 
real front-burner issues here and when 
agriculture is getting its fingers 
burned. It will be bipartisan, and I 
would like to call it a continuing edu
cation program. If in fact we deem a 
future subject worthy of a special 
order, we will present it. 

Mr. Speaker, I thank the Chair for 
his patience, and I thank my col
leagues for their patience. 

Date Country 

• Mr. TALLON. Mr. Speaker, the 
Soviet Union's brutal attack on a civil
ian Korean jetliner confirmed again 
the fundamental inhumanity of the 
Russian Communist Government. In 
the wake of this outrage, a strong de
fense against Soviet aggression is more 
necessary than ever. Our response 
must be firm-and it must be continu
ing. 

But some have proposed that we 
take precisely the wrong action-em
bargo grain sales to the Soviets, or at 
least abrogate the recently signed long 
term agreement governing grain and 
soybean sales. Unfortunately, a unilat
eral grain embargo is like Will Roger's 
description of prohibition: It sounds 
good, but it won't work. 

If all nations that sell grain to the 
Russians agreed to join in a sales 
cutoff, and if they abided by that 
agreement, and if agriculture was not 
singled out, but was part of an across
the-board trade embargo-then this 
approach would hold some promise. 
Unfortunately, that is a lot of "if's," 
and recent history teaches us that uni
lateral embargoes hurt Americans 
more than Russians. 

How quickly we seem to unlearn the 
lessons of the last few years. The 1980 
Soviet grain embargo is estimated to 
have cost this Nation $11.4 billion in 
overall output and 310,000 jobs. More 
than 9 months passed before prices for 
wheat, com, and soybeans returned to 
preembargo levels. Price supports trig
gered by postembargo conditions cost 
the U.S. taxpayer more than $2 bil
lion. Again in 1982, the pipeline sanc
tions proved ineffective and idled 
American workers while severely 
straining the Western alliance. 

In both cases, the problem was that 
America's allies were not behind the 
sanctions, and that the sales restric
tions were sel~ctive. It is deplorable 
that the West would not join in con
certed action against the Soviet 
menace. But it is a fact. And when we 
see how difficult it has been to get 

EMBARGO SUMMARY 

Products 

agreement on relatively painless civil 
aviation sanctions and Security Coun
cil resolutions, we must agree that 
there is no prospect of widespread 
compliance with any trade sanctions 
the United States might impose. 

Would we really short the Soviet 
market if we withheld grain sales? The 
new long-term agreement calls on the 
Soviets to buy at least 9 million metric 
tons of grain from us. If we refused to 
honor our commitment, our major 
competitors could make up that short
fall by increasing their total exports 
just 12 percent. They could make up 
for our wheat sales by increasing their 
total wheat exports less than 8 per
cent. 

The mistake we have made in the 
past is this: We put the cart of trade 
embargoes before the horse of West
em unity. We must build up the cohe
sion and will of the non-Communist 
nations, including our own. As their 
ultimate defender, the United States 
must also be these nations' moral 
leader. But we do not fulfill that role 
by trade cutoffs in the absence of con
sensus. Our colleagues will do well to 
remember these points during the up
coming debate on reauthorization of 
the Export Administration Act. 

American farmers have an enormous 
stake in exports. In 1982, the United 
States exported over $39.1 billion in 
agricultural commodities and had an 
agricultural trade surplus of $23.7 bil
lion. One in three acres of U.S. farm
land produces for the export market, 
with two-thirds of our wheat and over 
half of our cotton, soybeans, and rice 
sold into the export market. Put 
simply, exports are the key to Ameri
can agricultural profitability. 

To a large extent, America's agricul
tural export success has come about in 
spite of the actions of our Govern
ment. Four times in the past decade, 
American agriculture has been the 
target of export embargoes. The four 
embargoes are summarized below. 

Reason 

June 27, 1973 ................ All ............................ Soybeans, soybean products, cottonseed and cottonseed products ................................ ................. ........ Control domestic prices. 

~~. 7!1~~~~·5·:::::::::::::::: ~1~I ::::::::::::::::::: ~~ ~~:~~~ :~ =~~::: ::::::::: :: ::::: : : : ::::::::::::::: : :::::::: : ::::: : ::: : ::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: : :: : ::::::::::::::: :: ::::::: : : : ::: : : ~!~ai~~~u~i~~~~nJ~~· 
Jan. 4, 1980 ................... U.S.S.R .................... All grain seed, soybeans, meat, poultry and dairy products, Animal Fats .............................................. Foreign policy U.S.S.R. invasion of Afghanistan. 

Some may argue the embargoes of 
1974 and 1975 were not foreign policy 
related, but the fact that they were 
aimed only at the Soviet Union is 
proof of their foreign policy nature. 
Thus, in the last decade U.S. farmers 
have experienced one short supply and 
three foreign policy embargoes. 

The cost of these embargoes to 
American farmers has been enormous. 
It is estimated U.S. soybean farmers 
alone have lost a minimum of $12 bil
lion in decreased crop value as a result 

of the four embargoes. Overall, most 
agree the net loss of the 1980 embargo 
to American farmers is as high as $40 
billion. Clearly, a major reason for the 
severe recession plaguing American ag
riculture over the last 2 years has been 
the embargo and the continuing trade 
sanctions against the Soviet Union. 

Aside from the direct monetary loss 
resulting from the four embargoes, 
their cumulative effect on America's 
reputation as a dependable supplier 
arguably has done more to impact 

American farmers. Determined to 
never again be in the position of 
having the United States cut off their 
needed supplies of soybeans, the Japa
nese and Europeans responded to the 
1973 soybean embargo by collectively 
investing millions to develop an alter
nate supply of soybeans in Brazil and 
Argentina. As a result, Brazilian soy
bean production doubled by 1975 and 
quadrupled by 1980. Argentina's soy
bean production has expanded twelve
fold since 1973. While the United 
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States is still the dominant world sup
plier of soybeans to the world market 
we are increasingly facing strong com
petition worldwide from Brazil and Ar
gentina. The 1973 embargo was the 
catalyst for that competition and we 
will suffer from it permanently. 

Clearly it was the 1980 embargo 
against the Soviet Union which has 
most impacted American agriculture. 
With the imposition of the embargo 
the President canceled outstanding 
commercial export contracts for the 
15.9 million metric tons of wheat and 
corn. 1.3 million metric tons of soy
beans and soybean products, and sev
eral thousand tons of poultry and 
other products. Those commodities, 
the sale of which had already been ac
counted for by the market, were 
thrust back on the U.S. market caus
ing a precipitous decline in U.S. prices 
and farmer income. The Soviet Union 
responded predictably to the embargo 
by seeking their import needs from 
other suppliers. They bought wheat 
from Ca.nada, Australia., Argentina, 
Europe, and even India. They bought 
com from Brazil, Argentina, South 
Africa, and Thailand They bought 
soybeans from Brazil and Argentina, 
soybean meal from Brazil, Argentina, 
and the European Community. Vege
table oil was acquired from Malaysia, 
Europe, and Brazil. Manioc was ac
quired from Thailand Poultry was 
purchased from Brazil and Europe, 
and beef and mutton was imported 
from Australia and New Zealand 

Thus, the Soviets were able to get all 
of the imports of food and feed the_y 
needed from our competitors, largely 
from our allies. They were forced to 
pay somewhat higher prices for a 
while, but they still acquired the sup
plies they needed Since the embargo 
was imposed the Soviets have signed 
long-term commodity supply agree
ments with five major suppliers; Aus
tralia., Ca.nada, Brazil, Argentina, and 
France. Before the 1980 embargo. the 
United States had 75 percent of the 
Soviet market. Now that the embargo 
is over the U.S. share is only about 25 
percent even though total Soviet im
ports are greater than before the em
bargo. 

While it is clear U.S. agriculture has 
suffered severe long-term losses from 
past embargoes we are no longer 
viewed as reliable suppliers. and too 
often viewed as the food and fiber sup
plier of last resort. The embargoes 
have provided our competitors with 
windfall markets and enormous incen
tives to expand their production. They 
have and will respond to those incen
tives, and become even greater com
petitors. Our customers abroad have 
been incited to increase their own food 
self-sufficiency as a way of reducing 
their dependence on the United 
States. These costs will be borne for 
years. 

On the other hand. America agricul
ture questions what has been achieved 
by past embargoes. Inflation was 4 
percent in 1973 when the short-supply 
soybean embargo was imposed, it was 
6 percent in 1982. There are more 
Soviet troops in Afghanistan today 
than there were when the embargo 
was imposed or lifted United States
Soviet relations appear, at least on the 
surface, to be worse than they have 
been for several years. From our van
tage point, it appears the United 
States has substantially less influence 
over the Soviets today than we did 
before the embargo because of our re
duced share of the Soviet market. 

In order to protect American agricul
ture from future embargoes I offer the 
recommendations listed below for in
clusion in the Export Administration 
Act. Some may question why Ameri
can agriculture seeks greater protec
tion than the agricultural export con
tract sanctity statute included in the 
Commodity Futures Trading Act of 
1982. Certainly we cherish that provi
sion. However, contract sanctity only 
prevents a President from forbidding 
the export of previously sold commod
ities. It does not prevent a President 
from unjustifiably forbidding future 
sales. If we are to restore our interna
tional reputation as a dependable sup
plier of food, feed. and fiber. we must 
have protection from the unjustified 
use of agricultural commodities as a 
tool of foreign policy. 

1. EXEKPT AGRICULTURAL COIDIODITIES FllOII 
FOREIGJJ POLICY CO!ITROLS 

In order to protect American agricul
ture from future futile embargoes 
such as occurred in 1980. I urge my 
colleagues to eliminate the President's 
authority to impose foreign policy 
export controls on agricultural com
modities. The record is clear such em
bargoes are not effective. They are to
tally unenforceable since other suppli
ers are quick to provide supplies with
held by the United States and because 
it is virtually impossible to control 
transshipments of U.S. exports to 
other nations. Worst of all, foreign 
policy agricultural embargoes force 
the agricultural sector to bear the 
costs of our foreign policy. American 
agriculture will be more than willing 
to bear its share of the costs of an em
bargo imposed to protect our national 
security, but we are not willing to bear 
the cost of embargoes imposed because 
someone from the National Security 
Council thinks it will enhance our for
eign policy. 

2. FOREIGJJ PAilTICIPATIOJJ REQUIJlEIIEl'IT. 9G
DAYLDOT 

A look back at the 1980 embargo in
dicates two critical areas which we feel 
deserve correction. First. there was no 
strict requirement that the President 
get other suppliers to participate in 
the embargo against the Soviets, nor 
was he required to lift the embargo 
once it became evident the Soviets 

were getting needed supplies of agri
cultural commodities elsewhere. 
Second. once the embargo was im
posed it took a positive action on the 
part of the President to lift it. Even 
though many in the administration 
chose to lift the embargo there was a 
concern that its lifting would send the 
wrong signal to the Soviets and to the 
American people. The result of these 
two factors resulted in a totally inef
fective embargo being maintained for 
too long. 

I urge Congress to mandate the 
President to seek multilateral commit
ments from other food and fiber sup
plying nations of their participation in 
the embargo prior to imposing such an 
embargo. Further, any export controls 
imposed by the President should be 
limited to 90 days in duration. Should 
the President desire to extend the con
trols beyond 3 months, he should be 
required to determine that the con
trols are achieving their objective. and 
that other nations are not exporting 
competing commodities to the target 
nation. If other nations are violating 
the embargo the President should be 
prohibited from reimposing the con
trols. 

American farmers are patriots and 
will shoulder their part of the 
common defense burden. But they 
should not be singled out to bear the 
whole brunt of an embargo that 
cannot succeed To waste our re
sources in this way would not be a ra
tional response to Soviet aggression. It 
would simply weaken the most basic 
industry-agriculture-in the last. best 
hope for freedom-the United States. 
whose laws we are charged to make 
not with emotion but with the best 
wisdom we can muster.e 
e Mr. GLICKMAN. Mr. Speaker. this 
week, as the House takes up reauthor
ization of the Export Administration 
Act. I intend to work for strong lan
guage in the bill protecting American 
farmers from being unfairly singled 
out to bear the burden of our foreign 
policy. In the wake of the atrocity of 
the shooting of Korean Air Lines 
flight 007. we have had. once again, to 
deal with those who were quick to call 
for a unilateral. single sector embargo 
on trade with the Russians. Thankful
ly and appropriately. the administra
tion chose to pursue other responses. 
But the lessons of that episode are 
clear: We still need an effective and 
clear policy toward trade embargoes, 
especially grain embargoes. 

In spite of the enormous need to 
export our grain, foreign sales this 
year will still be some 12 percent below 
1982's level In large part, the reason 
for the drop in exports has been the 
1980 embargo; still some 2 years later, 
sales have failed to recover to preem
bargo levels and will be some 40 per
cent below the record shipments of 
1979. Those of us from farm country 

-
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know very well the full effects of this 
trend. I hope my urban colleagues will 
recognize that an embargo on grain 
sales affects their constituents too: 
About 500,000 nonfarm jobs depend di
rectly on agriculture exports and 
those exports pumped some $30 billion 
into the nonfarm community last year. 
According to USDA estimates, each 
dollar of farm produce sold abroad 
generates $1.05 in additional, related 
economic activity in the domestic 
economy. Finally, while the rest of the 
U.S. trade balance is way out of kilter, 
the agriculture trade balance ~ run
ning a $23.7 billion surplus-it could 
be even greater. 

Why? what has happened to our 
sales? In a word, the Soviets turned 
elsewhere when our allies refused to 
support us. Since the embargo, all of 
our major competitors have struck 
new bilateral agreements with Moscow 
and Russians quickly embraced these 
new supplies. On the other side of the 
trading world, the Chinese cut off pur
chases in retaliation for our restric
tions on imports of their textiles. Now 
there is considerable concern that, in 
spite of some recent purchases, the 
Chinese will not meet their minimum 
commitments because our competitors 
jumped into the void we left. 

Perhaps the first lesson is clear: A 
unilateral embargo has little, if any, 
chance of success. Until we can secure 
the cooperation and coordinated help 
of our allies, an embargo imposed for 
foreign policy reasons will fail, it will 
simply fail to cut off supplies and 
shipments. 

Even if we succeed in attaining the 
cooperation of our allies, if we heap 
the btirden of the embargo all on the 
shoulders of American agriculture, we 
threaten the economic base riding on 
our farmers, the effects will not stay 
down on the farm, they will, as they 
have over the last several months, 
ripple through the rest of the econo
my. American farmers will play a lead
ing role in supporting our foreign 
policy, but they simply cannot afford 
to play that role solo. They need help, 
and I believe it is our duty in the 
House to insure fair treatment. 

To that end, as we consider the 
Export Administration Act, I believe 
we need to strengthen the contract 
sanctity provisions so that if the ad
ministration decides to impose export 
controls and void contracts then in 
effect, the controls would have to be 
placed on all goods and technologies. 
Thus, if future circumstances warrant 
such strong action, as an embargo
which should only be undertaken with 
prior assurances of cooperation by our 
allies and other suppliers-would have 
to be across the board on all ship
ments to the target country. Farmers 
would not then, as they have done so 
in the past, have to bear the burden 
alone. Not only do I believe this ap
proach insures basic fair treatment for 

agriculture, I believe it would result in 
a more effective-because of the re
quirement that controls broad based
action and signal of U.S. policy. 

Finally, in spite of clear signals from 
the administration that it will not 
impose a grain embargo in response to 
the Korean airliner incident, some of 
my colleagues have proposed just such 
an action. I am afraid they have failed 
to learn the clear lessons of the past 
and would, once again, subject Ameri
can farmers to more problems than 
the solutions hoped for by a unilateral 
grain embargo. We have the opportu
nity this week to make a clear, un
equivocal policy that the U.S. Govern
ment will not pick on agriculture as 
the lone water carrier for our foreign 
policy, and I hope we will approve this 
much needed and forthright action.e 
e Mr. GUNDERSON. Mr. Speaker, I 
would like to thank the gentleman for 
yielding and commend both the gen
tleman from Texas <Mr. STENHOLM) 
and the gentleman from Kansas <Mr. 
RoBERTS) for taking this special order 
to bring to the Members' attention the 
serious problems that occur from the 
use of an embargo on the export of ag
ricultural commodities as a tool of for
eign policy. 

If I may, I would like to take a 
slightly different perspective from 
that of the previous speakers in that I 
would like to point out some of the 
troubles that occurred for dairy farm
ers from the last Soviet grain embar
go. And make no mistake about it, an 
embargo on one agricultural commodi
ty has a significant effect on the quan
tity of other U.S. commodities pro
duced and the price received for them. 

As an example, in 1979 total U.S. 
milk production was approximately 
the same as it was 20 years ago-123.4 
billion pounds as compared with 123.1 
billion pounds in 1960. Yet, 1981 fig
ures showed an annual production of 
133.0 billion pounds-an increase of 11 
billion pounds in just 2 years. 

Is it just a coincidence that the grain 
embargo occurred at the same time as 
this dramatic increase in production? 
Hardly. 

The facts are that consumption of 
dairy products, while increasing, was 
not increasing fast enough to keep 
pace with the new production levels. 
Further, the price dairy farmers re
ceived for their milk has not changed 
since October 1, 1980. Accordingly, 
there were few, if any, consumption or 
price considerations that could explain 
the significant increase that occurred 
in production. 

On the other hand, it is not difficult 
to see the relationship between the 
grain embargo and increased milk pro
duction. Surplus grain drives grain 
prices down and, most succinctly 
stated, cheap grain means more milk. 
This is because, in times of moderate 
to high grain prices, dairy farmers 
seldom feed their cows to their capac-

ity. Lower prices will enable farmers to 
feed more grain to their cows, thus 
creating more milk. 

Further, cheap grain permits farm
ers to keep relatively unproductive 
cows that would have been otherwise 
culled. This cannot help but increase 
total milk production as it did between 
1979 and 1981. 

Finally, and perhaps most signifi
cantly, low grain prices force cash crop 
farmers into dairying, in whole or in 
part, to maintain cash flow. This can 
be seen statistically in a single year be
tween 1980 and 1981 when overall milk 
production increased by 3.4 percent, 
but production in South Dakota in
creased 5.8 percent, in North Dakota 
by 6.9 percent, Nebraska by 6.9 per
cent, and in Montana by 7.3 percent. 
These are hardly traditional dairy 
States. 

As the gentlemen before me have 
clearly expressed, an embargo on agri
cultural commodities hurts Americans 
more than the Nation subject to its 
provisions. It hurts us in many, many 
ways-some that are obvious and 
many more that are hidden from plain 
view. 

The effect of a grain embargo on the 
dairy industry is one such hurt that is 
less obvious than others. But, in the 
end, it is one that has hurt us the 
most whether we are taxpayers who 
pay for the dairy price support pro
gram or family dairy farmers who 
depend on that program for our very 
survival. 

Clearly, we must learn from our 
prior embargo errors. For the sake of 
our agricultural industry and all 
Americans, we cannot repeat those 
mistakes. I thank the gentleman for 
yielding time to me to discuss this im
portant issue.e 
e Mr. WATKINS. Mr. Speaker, since 
the world learned of the atrocity com
mitted by the Soviet Union under the 
guise of security and 269 innocent ci
vilian victims met a flaming death, we 
have collectively been striving to find 
words adequate to express our repug
nance and horror. Primal instincts are 
to seek revenge and retaliation. But, 
we in America and the rest of the civil
ized world live under an umbrella of 
laws, written and implied. We also live 
in a world which stands but one hasty 
act from a holocaust which would end 
life on planet Earth as we know it. So 
reason must replace revenge. 

In striving for a consensus for the 
present and future, it is sometimes 
necessary to read the past. I quote: 

It would be naive and uninformed to 
assume that <an> embargo <of grain would 
not> have an adverse effect on American 
fanners, who faced skyrocketing production 
costs and plummeting incomes last year. 

In that quotation, I am not predict
ing, I am citing history. That was part 
of a statement I made in February 
1981 in which I advocated the Reagan 
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administration lift the grain embargo 
imposed by the previous administra
tion. I pointed out then that the esti
mates were the grain embargo had 
cost the Soviet Union $1 billion, but it 
had cost the U.S. taxpayers $3 billion 
as our Government sought to ease the 
impact on our farmers. And, we all 
know the final bill has not yet been 
presented to the Congress or to the 
taxpayer or to the farmer. 

Going back to July of 1972, the 
United States has imposed seven em
bargos. In reference to the most 
recent, the administration has re
sponded that the U.S.S.R. sales sus
pension was supported by the Europe
an Community, Canada, and Australia. 
Yet a world wheat trade outlook for 
1983-84 which crossed my desk yester
day anticipates U.S. trade of wheat 
and wheat flour to be 38.1 million 
metric tons, down from 40 million 
metric tons during 1982-83 which was 
certainly not a banner year. At the 
same time, the exports from Australia 
are expected to increase from 8 million 
metric tons to 11.5 million metric tons. 
We do not fault the Australians for 
selling their farmer's products. The 
point is that the United States cannot 
set a unilateral world food policy. We 
cannot call a press conference and de
clare an effective embargo. 

During this years' hearings before 
the Agriculture Appropriations Sub
committee on which I sit, Chairman 
WHITTEN pointed out that the Ameri
can farmer can no longer afford to 
subsidize the foreign policy of the 
United States. I quote from 1983 hear
ings: 
It is unconscionable to refuse to sell food 

<overseas> • • • then make the farmer bear 
the cost of that policy. • • • The history of 
our efforts at production controls clearly 
demonstrates that such controls are not a 
satisfactory substitute for competitive sales 
abroad. 

President Reagan on March 22, 1982, 
said, in reference to the 1980 embargo 
of grain trade with the Soviets-

Other countries didn't hesitate to increase 
their production and displace U.S. sales. 

Sales, I might add, we are still trying 
to recoup. He continued: 

The bottom line is the Soviet embargo was 
bad for our farmers, bad for our economy, 
but not that bad for the aggressors we were 
supposedly going to punish. 

The President said: 
There may come a day when our national 

security is threatened and the issue of an 
embargo is raised again. In that case, I 
would not hesitate to declare <an> embargo, 
but only if it were part of a complete boy
cott and if we could have the cooperation of 
other nations so that we wouldn't end up 
hurting ourselves. 

The provocation then was the inva
sion and occupation of Afghanistan; 
the provocation now is the senseless 
slaughter of 269 men, women, and 
children from many nations. Yet the 
same conditions generally prevail. Al
though the American concept of the 

preciousness of human life has been 
most harshly violated and the average 
American's basic and particular com
passion for women and children has 
suffered a traumatic realization that 
the Soviet military mind has no com
passion and little concern for human 
life, we are not at the present time in 
a condition where our national securi
ty is threatened. 

We are outraged, incensed, and ap
palled at the gross subhuman conduct 
of the Soviet Union and the United 
States, through diplomatic channels 
and the world forum of the United Na
tions is properly seeking redress of our 
grievances, as civilized people do. 

Mr. Speaker, in truth I do not know 
what our posture should be to attain 
justice in the light of the barbarous 
act of the Soviets. I do know, however, 
that entering into a unilateral embar
go in an attempt to muzzle the Soviet 
Bear will not work except to the detri
ment of the American farmer who has, 
as we say in my part of the country, 
just about all the misery he can say 
grace over right now.e 

UNITED NATIONS GET AN "F" 
FOR FAILURE 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 
a previous order of the House, the gen
tleman from Arizona <Mr. Runn> is 
recognized for 30 minutes. 

Mr. RUDD. Mr. Speaker, recent ac
tions of the United Nations have put 
them in the limelight and being in the 
limelight has shown that this institu
tion has no intention to or simply 
cannot perform the duties that it was 
set up to do. 

The butchery of the passengers of 
KAL flight 007 demonstrates once 
again the effete. Sterile nature of this 
institution that is slowly but surely de
stroying the best intentioned efforts 
of this country and other peace loving 
nations to being and preserve peace in 
this world. 

The recent inability of the United 
Nations to pass even a watered down 
resolution condemning the calculated 
and cold blooded murder of 269 inno
cent men, women, and children by the 
Soviet Union is another reminder of 
the abysmal failure of this body. 

The Charter of the United Nations 
adopted in 1945 states that the goals 
of the organization are: To provide 
international peace and security; to 
aid in the development of social, cul
tural, and economic ties between di
verse countries of the world; and also 
to promote the principles of freedom 
and human rights for all men. If we 
were to grade this institution by its 
success in those stated goals, the 
United Nations would get an "F" for 
failure on all counts. 

Since 1945, the United Nations has 
failed to prevent or even resolve satis
factorily over 100 armed conflicts. 
Today, the fighting, bloodshed, and 
death in Africa, Latin America, Leba-

non, Afghanistan, and Chad, to name 
just a few, are terrible and terrifying 
testimonies to the ineffectualness of 
the United Nations. 

American marines are dying in Leba
non because the United Nations has 
not been able to successfully contain a 
Soviet backed Syria from its long an
ticipated conquest of that country. 
American advisers are in Latin Amer
ica because the United Nations will 
not recognize the terrorism spread 
through the Managua, Havana, 
Moscow axis, the real "devil's triangle" 
in the Caribbean. 

Because of the failure of our best ef
forts, and the feebleness of the United 
Nations, we have seen a Hungary and 
Czechoslovakia crushed under Soviet 
tank treads; a divided Korea; a ram
paging Vietnam; Kampuchea with 2 
million murdered citizens; three major 
Middle Eastern wars in as many dec
ades; and an African continent threat
ening to erupt from the Cape of Good 
Hope to the Mediterranean Sea due to 
Soviet and Cuban adventurism. 

The simple failure of the United Na
tions to keep the peace is not the 
whole story, however. When we look 
into this body and its proceedings, we 
see a concerted effort by those who 
profit from war, death, and destruc
tion; to tum this body into a three
ring circus of anti-Americanism, sup
port for worldwide terrorism and an 
almost mindless obedience to the pre
scripts of the "new international eco
nomic order" which simply translates 
into redistribution of the world's re
sources by legislative fiat. 

This peace-loving body has contrib
uted over $116 million since 1975 to so
called national liberation movements 
which are nothing but ill-disguised ter
rorist and guerrilla groups. This 
"peace loving" body has made the Pal
estine Liberation Organization <PLO> 
a member of its body with permanent 
observer status. This is the same PLO 
which butchered athletes at the 1972 
Olympic games and proudly claimed 
that, "We have to kill the most 
famous. Since statesmen are difficult 
to kill as they are well protected, we 
have to kill artists and athletes." This 
is the same PLO whose leader felt it 
necessary to pack a pistol when he ad
dressed the U.N. General Assembly. 
He showed, by that action, just what 
he thought of the United Nations. 
This is the same PLO which trained 
current members of the Sandanista 
government in Nicaragua as far back 
as 1969. This government has virtually 
outlawed religious freedom in that 
country, is locking up political prison
ers or anyone not "working for the 
revolution", and has reneged on its 
promise to hold free and open elec
tions. 

Finally, this body has been kept 
alive, by the most part through the 
generosity and long-standing patience 
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of our country, the United States. In 
1982, the United States provided the 
largest source of funds for the United 
Nations. Fully 31 percent of the U.N. 
budget was paid for by the United 
States. The next highest contributor 
was the Soviet Union, at a paltry 10 
percent. That does not take into con
sideration the U.S. leadership in multi
lateral, bilateral, and unilateral eco
nomic aid to most of the countries of 
the world. That does not even take 
into account the millions the U.S. tax
payer spends on the U.N. delegation 
for such mundane but necessary ex
penses such as police protection. 

Despite all these contributions, de
spite our ability, and sometimes will
ingness to put up with such outra
geous absurdities as the Soviet in
spired "Zionism as racism" resolution 
passed by this body in 1975, we have 
gotten nothing for our time and trou
ble. 

In light of the most recent failure of 
the United Nations to even hand the 
Soviet Union a slap on the wrist for its 
murder of 269 innocent men, women, 
and children, I think it is time for this 
Nation to reassess its position and role 
in the United Nations, especially re
garding the amount of financial sup
port it gives to an institution whose 
impotence is beyond doubt and which 
has become a platform for the most 
virulent anti-Americanism seen any
where on the globe. 

I would support legislation that 
would dramaticly reduce the amount 
of money that our Nation now allo
cates to the United Nations. 

0 1840 

THE MSRTS: MIGRANT 
EDUCATION'S FOUNDATION 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 
a previous order of the House, the gen
tleman from Arkansas <Mr. HAMMER
scHMIDT) is recognized for 15 minutes. 
e Mr. HAMMERSCHMIDT. Mr. 
Speaker, as a strong supporter of the 
migrant student record transfer 
system <MSRTS> in Little Rock, Ark., 
I am pleased that the appropriations 
bill approved by the House last Thurs
day for Labor-HHS-Education includes 
$255,7 44,000 for the migrant education 
program. This appropriation, which is 
the same as the fiscal year 1983 level, 
includes funds for the MSRTS, which 
maintains health and academic 
records on each migrant student and 
transfers them with the child as he 
moves from school district to school 
district. I have witnessed the matura
tion of this system of inter- and intra
State coordination, and recognize its 
great value to the migrant community. 

The appropriations measure also in
cludes $7,500,000 for the high school 
equivalency program <HEP> and the 
college assistance migrant program 
<CAMP>, which enable students from 
poor families of migratory and season-

al farm workers to obtain high school 
diplomas and subsequently to be 
placed in steady employment or into 
postsecondary education. 

I think my colleagues will agree that 
considering the legislative history of 
the program, the preponderance of 
evidence overwhelmingly supports the 
position that Federal categorical fund
ing is required if the needs of migrant 
children are to be met adequately. As 
you will recall, States, given their own 
priorities and concerns, have never re
sponded to this mobile population. 
Prior to Public Law 89-750, in 1966 
only three States had appropriated 
any funds for migrant education. The 
migrant program differs from other 
educational programs in that the 
highly mobile child is often the con
cern of many school districts in more 
than one State. Therefore, the success 
and continuity of the migrant child's 
education depends largely on the lead
ership of the Department of Educa
tion with the joint cooperation of the 
States. 

Under Public Law 89-750, for the 
first time, payments were provided 
under title I, ESEA to State education 
agencies to provide and meet the spe
cial education and health needs of mi
grant children between the ages of 5 
and 17. In this act, States were re
quired to coordinate with other States 
in the transmitting of pertinent infor
mation in respect to school records for 
migrant education. The national mi
grant student record transfer system 
became the eventual result of this pro
vision. 

Education of migrant children pre
sents unique workload problems for 
the school districts. These children 
move frequently from school district 
to school district for periods which 
often do not coincide with normal 
school terms. The lack of educational 
and health histories prior to MSRTS 
made grade placement difficult and 
medical needs unknown. 

The U.S. Department of Education, 
with the cooperation of the States, 
moved swiftly to correct these various 
inequities and developed curriculums 
in reading, math, early childhood, and 
oral language. They also developed a 
very extensive health record which 
provides teachers and administrators 
immediate access in connection with 
the placement and provision of health 
care for migrant children. Since that 
time, you can find many exemplary 
demonstration models for coordina
tion, teaching exchange, and joint cur
riculum development, through~· this 
program. Interagency coordination 
has become a reality, with the Depart
ment of Education working with both 
the U.S. Health Department and the 
Rehabilitative Service in providing 
much-needed and complex service to 
the migrant population. 

Since the original amendment of 
1966, Congress has strengthened this 

law on several occasions in order to be 
sure that the total needs of migrants 
and handicaps were being met. Public 
Law 90-247, signed into effect on Jan
uary 2, 1968, was the basis of calcula
tion for payment to the States. Again 
in 1970, Public Law 91-230 was signed 
into effect on April 13, 1970, which re
quired the States receive their money 
based on the number of migrant chil
dren served. Then later, Public Law 
93-380 was signed into effect on 
August 21, 1974, which allowed the 
States to operate the programs for mi
grant children directly through the 
local education agencies <LEA's), 
which was a clear indication even at 
this late date that some States did not 
really care about this mobile popula
tion of migrant children. The latest 
amendment to that act was Public Law 
95-561, dated November 1, 1978, which 
even went further and strengthened 
MSRTS and the transferring of the 
education and health information on 
migrant children. 

Prior to 1966, 9 out of 10 children of 
migrant farmworkers never entered 
high school and only 1 out of 10 who 
entered ever graduated. Most migrant 
children up to that time usually 
dropped out of school in the fourth or 
fifth grades. As one can understand, 
their attendance was erratic due to 
their traveling, and with the need of 
the families to have them working in 
the field, as well as other conditions of 
the poverty which surrounds them 
continually, there was a great lack of 
continuity of curriculum and instruc
tion. Above all, a prevalent negative 
attitude by the local community, cou
pled with the migrant student's com
mitment to their families and their 
poor health and nutrition, certainly 
detracted from their ability to learn 
when they did attend school. 

Since the Federal Government 
moved so humanely and has continued 
its efforts to strengthen the migrant 
program, it has become one of the 
most effective Federal programs. A 
large part of the credit for this is due 
to the cooperation of the Federal and 
State authorities. To date, the migrant 
program currently serves approxi
mately 800,000 migrant children in 49 
States plus Puerto Rico. I firmly be
lieve that the migrant program is a 
model that can be used in the develop
ment of many other educational pro
grams, and hope my colleagues will 
join with me in assuring that this suc
cess story is continued.e 

PENSION PLAN SOCIAL INVESTING 
ENFORCEMENT ACT OF 1983 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 
a previous order of the House, the gen
tleman from Illinois <Mr. CoRCORAN) is 
recognized for 10 minutes. 
e Mr. CORCORAN. Mr. Speaker, I am 
introducing legislation today enforcing 
existing prohibitions against social in-
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vesting of pension funds and strength
ening the avenues of recourse avail
able to victims of violations of fiduci
ary responsibilities under the Employ
ee Retirement Income Security Act of 
1974 <ERISA>. ERISA was enacted to 
provide pension benefit security for 
participants in private sector pension 
plans. 

Prior to enactment of ERISA, abuses 
of retirement funds by fiduciaries had 
reached appalling levels. Many, many 
workers who had paid into retirement 
plans in good faith found themselves 
enjoying a penniless r~tirement due to 
mismanagement and outright abuse of 
pension funds. ERISA established 
much-needed standards for the han
dling of the enormous sums of money 
that American workers invest in retire
ment plans, sums totaling over $600 
billion today. 

Chief among these standards is the 
requirement that a fiduciary discharge 
his duties "solely in the interest of the 
participants and beneficiaries" of a re
tirement plan and "for the exclusive 
purpose of providing benefits to par
ticipants and their beneficiaries." Un
fortunately, this provision of the law 
is under attack today from union offi
cials desirous of gaining access to this 
wonderful "slush fund" of financial le
verage. In a recent case, the District 
Court of Virginia awarded more than 
$500,000 to retirees victimized by 
union trustees of the local health and 
welfare trust fund who had diverted 
one-third of the fund into a "social in
vestment" furthering a compulsory 
unionization drive. 

Social investing exists when a deci
sion to invest is based on the desire to 
attain social goals of some type rather 
than to provide the best rate of return 
and best retirement benefit possible. 
To the extent that benefits as a goal 
have been placed secondary to social 
goals, social investing violates ERISA. 
That the incident cited is not an iso
lated abuse of responsibility is evi
denced in the statement by Owen 
Bieber, president of the UAW, that 
the UAW "would invest in some 
projects which don't 'make money' in 
a commercial sense but which do 
produce desirable social returns on in
vestment." 

It is all too clear that investments 
that "don't 'make money' in a com
mercial sense" are lousy investments! 
They are not investments that you or 
I would make to provide for our retire
ment years, to guarantee that we will 
be able to pay our bills and put food 
on the table when we are no longer 
able to work. They are charity, and re
gardless of how lofty the charitable 
goal, workers do not invest in retire
ment plans to be charitable. ERISA 
was emphatically not passed to insure 
financing for charitable causes. Its 
goal, plainly and simply, was retire
ment security, and I know of no better 
way to eliminate retirement security 

than to invest in projects that do not 
make money. 

With over $600 billion in hard
earned dollars in pension funds today, 
we must take steps to guarantee that 
rate of return will be the determining 
factor in investment decisions, as re
quired by standards of fiduciary re
sponsibility. We must establish penal
ties sufficiently harsh to deter advo
cates of social investing from wiping 
out the savings of America's workers 
and retirees. 

The Pension Plan Social Investing 
Enforcement Act of 1983 amends 
ERISA to strengthen existing prohibi
tions against social investing by estab
lishing criminal penalties and punitive 
damages for individuals convicted of 
violating fiduciary requirements estab
lished in ERISA. Criminal penalties in 
my bill include fines not to exceed 
$10,000 and/or imprisonment not to 
exceed 5 years, in line with existing 
criminal code penalties for theft or 
embezzlement of employee benefit 
plan funds. Punitive damages, which 
would go to the injured parties in the 
suit, the workers and retirees, could 
not exceed the amount of money in
volved in the breach of fiduciary re
sponsibility. 

In addition to establishing criminal 
penalties and punitive damages, the 
Pension Plan Social Investing Enforce
ment Act would tighten existing proce
dures for obtaining exemptions from 
prohibited transactions. My bill would 
strengthen existing requirements that 
exempted investments, maximize the 
rate of return on investment. Prior to 
approving any request for exemption, 
the proposal would have to be pub
lished in the Federal Register and 
written notice would have to be given 
to all interested parties, including 
workers and beneficiaries participating 
in the plan. An opportunity for public 
hearing on the proposed exemption 
from required standards would have to 
be provided, and recourse could be had 
through any . district court in the 
United States. Together, these steps 
will insure that participants in plans 
will be notified of requests for exemp
tion, will have the opportunity to reg
ister their views on the proposal, and 
will have ready access to the courts if 
necessary to protect their hard-earned 
investment in a retirement plan. 

Pension money belongs to the work
ers, not to the fiduciaries, and it is the 
responsibility of the Federal Govern
ment to insure, as promised under 
ERISA, that retirement benefits will 
not be frittered away by self-seekers. 
By establishing clear and tough penal
ties for violations of fiduciary stand
ards and by guaranteeing full informa
tion and access to decisionmakers and 
to redress, the Pension Plan Social In
vesting Enforcement Act of 1983 will 
better protect the financial futures of 
workers and retirees, a goal none can 
quarrel with. I urge my colleagues to 

actively support America's workers 
and retirees by supportng my legisla
tion when it is considered by Con
gress.e 

LEBANON: A DANGEROUS QUIET 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 

a previous order of the House, the gen
tleman from Texas <Mr. GoNZALEZ) is 
recognized for 30 minutes. 

Mr. GONZALEZ. Mr. Speaker, the 
reports today indicate that Beirut and 
the rest of Lebanon are enjoying a res
pite from the latest outbreak of fight
ing. There are also reports that the 
political factions are getting ready to 
talk; but I think it would be foolish to 
assume that the problems in Lebanon 
are close to being resolved. The quiet 
is dangerous, especially if it lulls us 
into thinking that peace is at hand. 
Far from it. New fighting could break 
out at any time. The factions might 
never be able to come to any kind of 
agreement. There is no suggestion 
whatsoever that either Syria or Israel 
is about to pull out and leave Lebanon 
to the Lebanese. What we have tore
member is that fighting could flare at 
any time and that if it does, it will be 
the U.S. Marines and their fellow 
"peacekeepers" who will once again be 
caught in the middle. 

The basic question that we must ask 
remains unchanged. What is the mis
sion of the Marines? What are our 
goals in Lebanon? Are those goals at
tainable within any reasonable cost? 
And should we maintain the Marine 
forces there indefinitely? For if we 
pass the so-called compromise resolu
tion endorsing the Marine expedition, 
soon to come up before the House, we 
are indeed giving the President a 
blank check to do whatever he likes 
for as long as he wishes. Before we ap
prove any such thing, we must satisfy 
ourselves that it is the right and above 
all the responsible thing to do. 

For myself, I believe that the United 
States ought to declare that its objec
tives, insofar as the mission of the Ma
rines is concerned, have been satisfied. 
This is the time to declare victory, get 
out, and call upon the United Nations 
to supervise the peace, and accept re
sponsibility for trying to arrange a 
stable government for Lebanon. It 
makes no sense to leave our forces in 
the middle of the most ancient anc 
violent of religious and civil and inter
national conflict. It makes no sense to 
leave those men in what is in fact a 
militarily impossible place. As matters 
now stand, they are nothing but tar
gets-hostages, in a manner of speak
ing, to the whims of whatever fanatic 
or groups of fanatics that decide that 
they, the Marines, make a good target. 

I have never believed that members 
of the Armed Forces should be asked 
to do the impossible. I have never be
lieved that they should be used as po-
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litical pawns, and I have never be
lieved that they should be put at risk 
and told that they could only shoot in 
defense. Such policies did not make 
sense back in the early days of Viet
nam, and they do not make sense 
today. Nor can military forces become 
a substitute for political cohesion in a 
foreign country. The will to live in 
peace with one another is not a thing 
that can be imposed by any outside 
intervention, and especially one that is 
as tenuous as this one is. The history 
of Lebanon is one of centuries of sec
tarian and familial-feudal conflict. 
The passions did not cool under Euro
pean intervention. France was in occu
pation for over 50 years, and they 
were only stayed temporarily by the 
political arrangements imposed by 
France some 40 years ago. They did 
not cool when President Eisenhower 
dispatched Marines, 14,000, in his day, 
nor when the Reagan administration 
did so last year. I doubt that any one 
of us in the House fully appreciates 
the complexity-let alone the depth
of the problem in Lebanon. 

0 1850 
But if anything is certain, it is that 

if the administration wants to impose 
its will in that country it had better be 
prepared for years-long occupation. I 
do not believe that any such indefinite 
occupation is to the best interests of 
this country. That is the kind of task 
that ought to be under the aegis of an 
international organization. 

What we must understand is that 
there are limits to what we can do, 
even with the best of intentions and 
the highest of motives. There are 
limits to what military force can 
achieve when the issues are century 
old, religious, and familial. There are, 
in other words, limits on how far a 
country can go to impose some sense 
of order in another country that has 
been beset by disorder since time im
memorial. 

Therefore, let us not delude our
selves, let us not assume that just be
cause the guns are temporarily quiet 
for the time being the problem is re
solved. There is not even a beginning 
to the solution at this point. At best, 
there is a thread of hope. That is 
hardly justification for endorsing an 
indefinite stay of our forces in an area 
that could again erupt at any time. 
Indeed, the only reasonable course of 
action is to declare that the peace
keeping forces have achieved their 
mission and turn the task over to the 
United Nations, which is the agency 
that should have borne in the first 
place this task. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 

INTRODUCTION OF THE INDIAN 
WATER RIGHTS DISPUTES ACT 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 

a previous order of the House, the gen-

tleman from New Mexico <Mr. RicH
ARDSON) is recognized for 30 minutes. 

Mr. RICHARDSON . . Mr. Speaker, I 
am introducing today a bill entitled 
the Indian Water Rights Disputes Act. 
This legislation would establish a Fed
eral Mediation Board to resolve water 
rights disputes between Indians and 
non-Indians and would authorize 
funds for the legal fees of non-Indians 
should a water rights suit be brought 
against them by the U.S. Government 
on behalf of an Indian tribe or organi
zation. 

In my home State of New Mexico in 
the counties of Santa Fe, Cibola, and 
Sandoval, we are currently experienc
ing a number of costly and lengthy 
water battles that threaten to divide 
Indians and non-Indians who have 
worked side by side in this region for 
years. In a case that has been ongoing 
for 17 years, New Mexico against 
Aamodt, four Indian pueblos in the 
Pojoaque Valley of New Mexico are 
claiming historic and superior rights 
to all of the surface water in the 
valley. The merits of this case will be, 
and should be, decided by the courts. 
But these disputes are not limited to 
New Mexico and will become a grow
ing national problem in the years 
ahead if we do not act now. 

Congress must do something to pre
vent these court fights from develop
ing in the future and to provide assist
ance to those who have been placed at 
a legal disadvantage. The legislation I 
am introducing today is designed to 
address these problems. 

First, my bill would establish a Fed
eral mediation board to hear Indian 
water rights disputes. The board 
would be an independent and impar
tial panel of experts assigned the task 
of investigating and resolving water 
rights disputes which involve Indians. 
The board would also monitor, on a 
continuing basis, potential conflict 
areas. Should the U.S. Government 
initiate action seeking to ajudicate his
toric water rights for an Indian tribe 
or organization, the Government 
would have to bring this matter before 
the mediation board. In other words, 
the board would have exclusive juris
diction over any water rights dispute 
where the U.S. Government is repre
senting an Indian tribe. The board 
would attempt to resolve the dispute 
through negotiation and mediation. 
However, if no settlement could be 
reached, the board would resolve the 
matter through binding arbitration. 
The board would have all the neces
sary judicial and investigative powers 
and its final decision would be binding 
but could be appealed to the · U.S. 
Court of Appeals. 

Second, under this legislation, when 
the arbitration process begins, funding 
for legal fees would be provided to 
non-Indians. The Indians rightly have 
the U.S. Goveinment to represent 
them. But many non-Indians cannot 

afford the legal represenation they de
serve. Upon the initiation of a water 
rights case against them by Indians. 
Non-Indians could apply to the board 
for funds to assist them with their 
legal fees. Non-Indian defendants 
could be compensated for the reasona
ble expenses of attorney fees, expert 
witnesses, studies or reports which are 
found by the board to be necessary for 
the preparation of the party's case. All 
non-Indian defendants would be eligi
ble for legal funds. This provision will 
be retroactive upon enactment of the 
bill and would provide much needed fi
nancial assistance to non-Indians cur
rently involved in waters rights court 
cases. In essence, this provision insures 
equal access to justice. 

Mr. Speaker, while I am hopeful this 
legislation will be effective in prevent
ing lengthy water rights court cases 
and alleviating some of the hardships 
these cases cause. I think that Con
gress must continue to look ahead at 
the future of water use in the south
west and throughout the Nation. 
Many of the water distribution sys
tems in New Mexico are outdated and 
in need of improvements. The Federal 
Government has a role in assisting lo
calities improve their water utilization 
facilities. We must make certain that 
this scarce resource is used efficiently 
and to the benefit of all. 

I urge Members to cosponsor this 
important legislation. 

This legislation simply is founded on 
the premise that every American has 
the right to equal justice. Indians are 
represented because of the treaty rela
tionship, by attorneys, paid for by the 
U.S. Government. But in many cases 
there are many non-Indians that sud
denly receive in the mail a letter 
saying they are being sued by their 
own Government, and these are Amer
ican taxpayers. Some of these non-In
dians are poor. Some of these non-In
dians have been engaged in costly 
legal fights over many years. What 
this bill provides is economic and legal 
equity. It is not a non-Indian measure. 

I think there are few Members in 
this body that have the record I have 
in representing Indians in the U.S. 
Congress. But this is an issue that 
right now is affecting several counties 
in New Mexico, but soon will affect 
many States in the West. Instead of 
reacting to crises and. potential tension 
and division among races in New 
Mexico, especially between the His
panic and Indians that are so deeply 
involved and culturally have been to
gether for so many years, I think this 
legislation is something that will look 
to the future. 

What it also does is it sets up some 
arbitration and mediation services. 
Why is it that every time we have a 
dispute between neighbors, between 
friends, that we go to court? Why is it 
that lawyers in this country are be-
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coming the highest paid profession? 
Why should we give them so much 
business when perhaps settling dis
putes through mediation is the most 
proper avenue. I have nothing against 
lawyers. But I do have something 
against lengthy legal disputes, against 
the tensions and frustrations caused 
by those lengthy court disputes. Let us 
submit this issue to arbitration and 
mediation. But also let us remember 
that while this country has been 
founded on the principles of equality 
for all, and has done a tremendous 
amount to help many people in this 
country who have been left behind, 
and that means Hispanics and Indians 
and many other minorities of which I 
am a member, this does not mean that 
those that are non-Indians in a water 
rights case should not necessarily be 
taken care of but treated with justice 
and equality. 
It is my hope that this legislation 

will correct this inequity, and my hope 
that in the years ahead we will not 
have to resort to court battles and ten
sion and all kinds of recriminations 
but have new ways to resolve our prob
lems. 

Water is a scarce commodity. The 
energy crisis was the crisis of the 
1970's and early 1980's. We have the 
crisis of scarce resources. The crisis of 
the late 1980's and 1990's is going to be 
the absence of water. The time has 
come to at least treat one potential 
problem in this whole water issue with 
some equality, fairness, and efficiency. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 

AN AMENDMENT TO THE EDU
CATION OF THE HANDICAPPED 
ACT 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 

a previous order of the House, the gen
tleman from Massachusetts <Mr. 
FRANK) is recognized for 5 minutes. 
• Mr. FRANK. Mr. Speaker, today I 
have filed a bill to amend the Educa
tion of the Handicapped Act that will 
remove the age limitation on individ
uals who benefit from the act. Cur
rently, the education programs that 
are authorized by the Education of 
the Handicapped Act are limited to 
those individuals that are between the 
ages of 3 and 21. This limitation leaves 
those over the age of 21 without edu
cational benefits. 

This problem was first brought to 
my attention by several parents of 
handicapped children in my district 
and by the administrators of the Crys
tal Springs School in Assonet, Mass. 
These children have greatly benefited 
from the programs under this act but 
will become ineligible once they turn 
22. The staff at the Crystal Springs 
School does very good work with 
handicapped children. As administra
tors of programs under the act they 
have expressed to me the need for a 
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continuation of these types of pro
grams past the secondary level. 

I believe that it is our duty to pro
vide educational services to all handi
capped citizens so that they may pro
ductively participate in society to the 
fullest extent possible. To this end my 
bill authorizes the Secretary of Educa
tion to make grants and contracts to 
institutions and other nonprofit edu
cational agencies for the development 
and operation of specially designed 
postsecondary programs for vocation
al, technical, continuing or adult edu
cation for all handicapped individuals. 
This bill promotes collaborative ef
forts between educational and adult 
services agencies; the mainstreaming 
of handicapped individuals; and inde
pendent living situations. I believe 
that this amendment to the Education 
of the Handicapped Act will give all of 
our handicapped citizens the educa
tional support they need to lead inde
pendent and productive lives.e 

0 1900 

BILL TO CREATE INDEPENDENT 
NATIONAL ARCHIVES AND 
RECORDS ADMINISTRATION 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 

a previous order of the House, the gen
tleman from Texas <Mr. BRooKs) is 
recognized for 5 minutes. 
e Mr. BROOKS. Mr. Speaker, today 
Congressman GLENN ENGLISH and I 
are introducing the National Archives 
and Records Administration Act of 
1983. This bill will establish the Na
tional Archives as an independent 
agency responsible for insuring the 
preservation and public availability of 
our Nation's documentary history. 

This bill will restore the archives to 
the independent status that it held 
when it was created in 1934. Fifteen 
years later, the Archives was incorpo
rated into the newly formed General 
Services Administration in response to 
the first Hoover Commission's recom
mendation that the Federal Govern
ment's housekeeping functions should 
be put under one roof. 

Although the original Hoover Com
mission concept of bureaucratic con
solidation resulted in improvements in 
many Federal Government functions, 
in the case of the National Archives 
and GSA, the arrangement has been 
fraught with problems for a number 
of years. Restoring the Archives to in
dependent status will enable it to 
carry out its vital document preserva
tion, maintenance, and distribution 
functions more effectively. This action 
will be especially appropriate in com
memoration of the 50th anniversary of 
the National Archives in 1984. I hope 
my colleagues will join Congressman 
ENGLISH and me in supporting this im
portant measure.e 

LEAVE OF ABSENCE 
<By unanimous consent, leave of ab

sence was granted to:> 
Mr. HoPKINS <at the request of Mr. 

MICHEL), for today, on account of a 
death in the family. 

Mr. VANDERGRIFF <at the request of 
Mr. WRIGHT), for today, on account of 
attending a funeral. 

Mr. HARRISON <at the request of Mr. 
WRIGHT), for today, on account of ill
ness. 

SPECIAL ORDERS GRANTED 
By unanimous consent, permission 

to address the House, following the 
legislative program and any special 
orders heretofore entered, was granted 
to: 

<The following Members <at the re
quest of Mr. DAUB) to revise and 
extend their remarks and include ex
traneous material:) 

Mr. HAMMERSCHMIDT, for 15 minutes, 
today. 

Mr. BARTLETT, for 60 minutes, on 
September 29. 

Mr. CoRCORAN, for 10 minutes, on 
September 27. 

Mr. RITTER, for 45 minutes, on Sep
tember 28. 

<The following Members <at the re
quest of Mr. STENHOLM) to revise and 
extend their remarks and include ex
traneous material:) 

Mr. ANNUNZIO, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. GoNZALEZ, for 30 minutes, today. 
Mr. RICHARDSON, for 30 minutes, 

today. 
Mr. CLARKE, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. FRANK, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. FOLEY, for 60 minutes, on Sep

tember 29. 
Mr. REID, for 15 minutes, on October 

3. 
Mr. LEviN of Michigan, for 30 min

utes, on October 4. 
<The following Member <at the re

quest of Mr. RICHARDSON) to revise 
and extend his remarks and include 
extraneous material:) 

Mr. BROOKS, for 5 minutes, today. 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 
By unanimous consent, permission 

to revise and extend remarks was 
granted to: 

Mr. LIVINGSTON, and to include 
therein extraneous material, notwith
standing the fact that it exceeds two 
pages of the RECORD and is estimated 
by the Public Printer to cost $1,086.75. 

Mr. KRAMER, in the Committee of 
the Whole today, to revise and extend 
his remarks just prior to the Vento 
amendment to H.R. 1010. 

Mr. DAUB, in support of the Vento 
amendment to H.R. 1010 in the Com
mittee of the Whole today. 

Mr. CoLEMAN of Texas, to revise and 
extend prior to final passage on H.R. 
1010. 
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EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, 

ETC. 
<The following Members <at the re

quest of Mr. DAUB) and to include ex
traneous matter:> Under clause 2 of rule XXIV, execu

tive communications were taken from 
two in- the Speaker's table and referred as fol

lows: 

Mr. SoLOMON. 
Mr. WILLIAMS of Ohio in 

stances. 
Mr. PHILIP M. CRANE in two in-

stances. 
Mr. YOUNG of Alaska. 
Mr. MICHEL. 
Mr. WYLIE. 
Mr. LAGOMARSINO in two instances. 
Ms. F'u:DLER. 
Mr. HOPKINS. 
Mr. Elu.ENBORN. 
Mr. BROOMFIELD. 
Mr. WOLF. 
Mr. EvANs of Iowa. 
Mr. CONTE. 
Mr. LEwis of California. 
Mr. KEMP. 
Mr. BETHUNE. 
<The following Members <at the re

quest of Mr. STENHOLM) and to include 
extraneous matter:> 

Mr. BROWN of California. 
Mrs. BYRON. 
Mr. ANDREWs of Texas. 
Mr. BoLAND. 
Mr. GARCIA. 
Mr. BERMAN. 
Mr. LoNG of Maryland in two in-

stances. 
Mr. SWIFT. 
Mr. OTTINGER. 
Mr. VoLKMER. 
Mr. FuQUA in two instances. 
Mr. SKELTON. 
Mr. DIXON. 
Mr. ST GERMAIN. 
Mr. TALLON. 
Mr. PEPPER. 
Mr. STUDDS. 
Mr. SHELBY. 
Mrs. HALL of Indiana. 
Mr. PEAsE. 
Mr. DwYER of New Jersey. 
Mr. CLARKE. 
Mr. SMITH of Florida. 
Mr. AcKERMAN in two instances. 
Mrs. KENNELLY. 
Mr. RANGEL. 
Mr . .AKAKA. 
Mr. NEAL. 
Mr. BARNES. 
Mr. ORTIZ. 

SENATE ENROLLED BILL SIGNED 
The SPEAKER announced his sig

nature to an enrolled bill of the 
Senate of the following title: 

S. 1625. An act to amend the District of 
Columbia Retirement Reform Act. 

ADJOURNMENT 
Mr. RICHARDSON. Mr. Speaker, I 

move that the House do now adjourn. 
The motion was agreed to; accord

ingly <at 7 o'clock and 1 minute p.m.) 
the House adjourned until tomorrow, 
Wednesday, September 28, 1983, at 10 
a.m. 

1912. A letter from the District of Colum
bia Auditor, transmitting a report entitled 
"The Lack of Evictions is Eroding Landlord
Tenant Relationships in the District of Co
lumbia," pursuant to section 455 of Public 
Law 93-198; to the Committee on the Dis
trict of Columbia. 

1913. A letter from the Acting Director, 
Defense Security Assistance Agency, trans
mitting notice of the Navy's proposed inten
tion to offer to sell certain defense articles 
and services to Spain <Transmittal No. 83-
60), pursuant to section 36(b) of the Arms 
Export Control Act, as amended; to the 
Committee on Foreign Affairs. 

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON 
PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLU
TIONS 
Under clause 2 of rule XIII, reports 

of committees were delivered to the 
Clerk for printing and reference to the 
proper calendar, as follows: 

Mr. JONES of Oklahoma: Committee on 
the Budget. Report on revised 302<a> alloca
tions and spending ceiling pursuant to sec
tion 2 of House Concurrent Resolution 91 
<Rept. No. 98-381>. Referred to the Commit
tee of the Whole House on the State of the 
Union. 

Mr. NICHOLS: Committee on Armed 
Services. H.R. 3718. A bill to amend title 10, 
United States Code, to strengthen the posi
tion of Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of 
Staff and to provide for more efficient and 
effective operation of the Joint Chiefs of 
Staff. <Rept. No. 98-382>. Referred to the 
Committee of the Whole House on the 
State of the Union. 

Mr. ROSTENKOWSKI: Committee on 
Ways and Means. H.R. 1571. A bill to insure 
the continued expansion of reciprocal 
market opportunities in trade, trade in serv
ices, and investment for the United States, 
and for other purposes; with amendments 
<Rept. No. 98-383, Ft. I>. Ordered to be 
printed. 

Mr. BENNETT: Committee on Armed 
Services. H.R. 3289. A bill to establish a 
commission to study defense-related aspects 
of the U.S. merchant marine. <Rept. No. 98-
384, Ft. I>. Ordered to be printed. 

Mr. ZABLOCKI: Committee on Foreign 
Affairs. House Joint Resolution 364. Joint 
resolution providing statutory authorization 
under the War Powers Resolution for con
tinued U.S. participation in the multination
al peacekeeping force in Lebanon in order to 
obtain withdrawal of all foreign forces from 
Lebanon; with an amendment <Rept. No. 98-
385). Referred to the Committee of the 
Whole House on the State of the Union. 

Mr. PEPPER: Committee on Rules. House 
Resolution 317. Resolution providing for the 
consideration of House Joint Resolution 
368. Resolution making continuing appro
priations for the fiscal year 1984, and for 
other purposes <Rept. No. 98-386). Referred 
to the House Calendar. 

Mr. BONIOR: Committee on Rules. House 
Resolution 318. Resolution providing for the 
consideration of House Joint Resolution 
364. Resolution providing statutory authori
zation under the War Powers Resolution for 
continued U.S. participation in the multina-

tional peacekeeping force in Lebanon in 
order to obtain withdrawal of all foreign 
forces from Lebanon. <Rept. No. 98-387>. 
Referred to the House Calendar. 

Mr. MOAKLEY: Committee on Rules. 
House Resolution 319. Resolution providing 
for the consideration of H.R. 3929. A bill to 
extend the Federal Supplemental Compen
sation Act of 1982, and for other purposes. 
<Rept. No. 98-388>. Referred to the House 
Calendar. 

PUBLIC BILLS AND 
RESOLUTIONS 

Under clause 5 of rule X and clause 
4 of rule XXII, public bills and resolu
tions were introduced and severally re
ferred as follows: 

By Mr. ACKERMAN: 
H.R. 3985. A bill to prohibit for 3 years 

the conversion of residential rental units to 
residential units offered for sale, to author
ize the Secretary of Housing and Urban De
velopment to make grants to units of gener
al local government to assist persons whose 
residential units are subject to such conver
sion, and for other purposes; to the Commit
tee on Banking, Finance and Urban Affairs. 

By Mr. BARNES: 
H.R. 3986. A bill to continue in effect the 

current certification requirements with re
spect to El Salvador until the Congress 
enacts new legislation providing conditions 
for U.S. military assistance to El Salvador; 
to the Committee on Foreign Affairs. 

By Mr. BROOKS <for himself and Mr. 
ENGLISH): 

H.R. 3987. A bill to improve the preserva
tion and management of Federal records, 
and for other purposes; to the Committee 
on Government Operations. 

By Mr. CAMPBELL (by request>: 
H.R. 3988. A bill to provide for the modifi

cation and extenstion of the Federal supple
mental compensation program, and for 
other purposes; to the Committee on Ways 
and Means. 

By Mr. CORCORAN: 
H.R. 3989. A bill to amend the Employee 

Retirement Income Security Act of 1974 
and the Internal Revenue Code of 1954 to 
strengthen fiduciary standards so as to 
assure adequate controls on social investing 
by pension plans; jointly, to the Committees 
on Education and Labor and Ways and 
Means. 

By Mr. EVANS of Illinois: 
H.R. 3990. A bill to amend title XVI of the 

Social Security Act to increase from $25 to 
$50 a month the amount of the personal al
lowance which is presently provided for eli
gible individuals and eligible spouses who 
are in medical institutions, with subsequent 
annual increases in the amount of such al
lowance to reflect changes in the cost of 
living; to the Committee on Ways and 
Means. 

By Mr. EVANS of Iowa: 
H.R. 3991. A bill to facilitate the efficient 

use of barter in managing agricultural com
modities and the stocks of the national de
fense stockpile; jointly, to the Committees 
on Agriculture, Foreign Affairs, and Armed 
Services. 

By Mr. FLIPPO: 
H.R. 3992. A bill to suspend for a 3-year 

period the duty on 2-methyl, 4-chloro
phenol; to the Committee on Ways and 
Means. 
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By Mr. FLORIO: 

H.R. 3993. A bill to establish a commission 
to study the 1932-33 famine caused by the 
Soviet Government in Ukraine; to the Com
mittee on Foreign Affairs. 

By Mr. FRANK: 
H.R. 3994. A bill to amend the Education 

of the Handicapped Act to provide for edu
cational services to handicapped individuals 
of all ages; to the Committee on Education 
and Labor. 

By Mr. RICHARDSON: 
H.R. 3995. A bill to establish the Federal 

Board on Indian Water Rights Disputes to 
provide a forum for resolving disputes con
cerning Indian water rights in a fair and ex
peditious manner and to authorize the pay
ment of legal fees of parties litigating such 
disputes; to the Committee on Interior and 
Insular Affairs. 

By Mr. SPENCE: 
H.R. 3996. A bill to amend the act author

izing the establishment of the Congaree 
Swamp National Monument to provide that 
at such time as the principal visitors center 
at such monument is established, such 
center shall be designated as the "Harry R. 
E. Hampton Visitors Center"; to the Com
mittee on Interior and Insular Affairs. 

By Mr. SUNDQUIST: 
H.R 3997. A bill to reform Federal crimi

nal sentencing procedures; to the Commit
tee on the Judiciary. 

By VANDER JAGT: 
H.R 3998. A bill to amend the Internal 

Revenue Code of 1954 with respect to the 
refund of excise tax on certain articles used 
in further manufacture; to the Committee 
on Ways and Means. 

By Mr WIRTH (for himself, Mr. RIN
ALDO, Mr. GREEN, Mr. ScHEUER, Mr. 
BRYANT, and Mr. SWIFT): 

H.R 3999. A bill to enchance the detection 
of motor vehicle theft and to improve the 
prosecution of motor vehicle theft by re
quiring the Secretary of Transportation to 
issue a standard relating to the identifica
tion of vehicle parts and components, by in
creasing criminal penalties applicable to 
trafficking in stolen vehicles and parts, by 
curtailing the exportation of stolen motor 
vehicles and off-highway mobile equipment, 
and by establishing penalties applicable to 
the dismantling of vehicles for the purposes 
of trafficking in stolen parts, and for other 
purposes; jointly, to the Committees on 
Energy and Commerce, Foreign Affairs, the 
Judiciary, Post Office and Civil service, and 
Ways and Means. 

By Mr. WYDEN: 
H.R 4000. A bill to place conditions on 

payment, under part B of the medicare pro
gram, with respect to debridement of myco
tic toenails; jointly, to the Committees on 
Ways and Means and Energy and Com
merce. 

By Mr. ADDABBO <for himself, Mr. 
AcKERMAN, Mr. BIAGGI, Ms. FERRARo, 
Mr. GARciA, Mr. GREEN, Mr. OWENs, 
Mr. ScHEUER, Mr. ScHUMER, and Mr. 
TOWNS): 

H.J. Res. 372. Joint resolution to author
ize and request the President to issue a 
proclamation commemorating November 25, 
1983, as the 200th anniversary of the British 
evacuation of the city of New York; to the 
Committee on Post Office and Civil Service. 

By Mr. BROWN of California: 
H.J. Res. 373. Joint resolution designating 

March 6, 1984 as "Frozen Food Day"; to the 
Committee on Post Office and Civil Service. 

By Mr. SUNDQUIST: 
H.J. Res. 374. Joint resolution proposing 

an amendment to the Constitution relating 

to the continuance in office of judges of in
ferior courts; to the Committee on the Judi
ciary. 

By Mr. NEAL: 
H. Res. 316. Resolution expressing the 

sense of the House of Representatives that 
the Export-Import Bank of the United 
States should delay establishing its pro
posed special facilities to extend guarantees 
and insurance to the Government of Mexico 
and the Government of Brazil until the 
Congress has an opportunity to review such 
transactions; to the Committee on Banking, 
Finance and Urban Affairs. 

PRIVATE BILLS AND 
RESOLUTIONS 

Under clause 1 of rule XXII, private 
bills and resolutions were introduced 
and severally referred as follows: 

By Mr. BROWN of Colorado: 
H.R. 4001. A bill for the relief of Charles 

Pin-Yuen Chen and Lilly Chow Chen; to the 
Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. FRENZEL: 
H.R. 4002. A bill for the relief of Ying 

Yang; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 
By Mr. HALL of Ohio: 

H.R. 4003. A bill for the relief of Yung
Tsang Chiu and Su Lau, husband and wife; 
to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. NEAL: 
H.R. 4004. A bill for the relief of Samuel 

C. Willett; to the Committee on the Judici
ary. 

ADDITIONAL SPONSORS 
Under clause 4 of rule XXII, spon

sors were added to public bills and res
olutions as follows: 

H.R. 29: Mr. ARcHER, Mr. BONER of Ten
nessee, Mr. BROWN of California, Mr. 
CARNEY, Mr. DANIEL B. CRANE, Mr. DE LA 
GARZA, Mr. DYSON, Mr. EDGAR, Mr. HAW
KINS, Mr. KEMP, Mr. KILDEE, Mr. KOST
MAYER, Mr. LELAND, Mr. MARTINEZ, Mr. 
RICHARDSON, Mr. SCHAEFER, Mr. TOWNS, Mr. 
VENTO, Mr. WILSON, and Mr. YATRON. 

H.R. 233: Mr. GEKAS and Mrs. BYRON. 
H.R. 271: Mr. HARTNETT and Mr. PETRI. 
H.R. 638: Mr. DIXON and Ms. FERRARO. 
H.R. 701: Mr. TORRICELLI. 
H.R. 748: Mr. McKINNEY. 
H.R. 943: Mr. CORRADA. 
H.R. 951: Mr. BILIRAKIS. 
H.R. 1025: Mr. LoWRY of Washington. 
H.R. 1028: Mr. CHANDLER. 
H.R. 1092: Mr. WOLPE and Mrs. LLOYD. 
H.R. 1249: Mr. COOPER and Mr. UDALL. 
H.R. 1320: Mr. HARKIN, and Mr. PETRI. 
H.R. 1415: Mr. WORTLEY, Mr. LAGOMAR-

SINO, Mr. OLIN, Mr. MuRPHY, Mr. VALEN
TINE, Mr. MARRIOTT, Mr. LUKEN, and Mr. 
BADHAllrf. 

H.R. 1434: Mr. GRAMM, Mr. FORSYTHE, Mr. 
PHILIP M. CRANE, Mr. LOWERY of California, 
Mr. WORTLEY, Mr. KINDNESS, and Mr. 
FRANK. 

H.R. 1456: Mrs. BURTON of California. 
H.R. 1515: Mr. MATSUI. 
H.R. 1517: Mr. HEFTEL of Hawaii, Mr. 

EDGAR, Mr. CHAPPELL, and Mr. PEAsE. 
H.R. 1870: Mr. CHAPPELL, Mr. GONZALEZ, 

Mr. HILER, ancLMr. RIDGE. 
H.R. 1918: Mr. GLICKMAN. 
H.R. 1959: Mr. FASCELL, Mr. WISE, Mr. 

MINISH, and Mr. BOUCHER. 
H.R. 2125: Mr. MITCHELL, Mr. LELAND, Mr. 

CROCKETT, Mr. FAZIO, Mr. GoNZALEZ, Mr. 
WEISS, Mr. FORSYTHE, Mr. LEHMAN of Cali
fornia, Mr. HYDE, Mr. HoRTON, Mr. SIMON, 

Mr. ROE, Mr. TORRICELLI, Mr. SKELTON, and 
Mr. BEDELL. 

H.R. 2204: Mr. CONYERS, Mr. DURBIN, Mr. 
MOLLOHAN, and Mr. LoWRY of Washington. 

H.R. 2211: Mrs. VUCANOVICH. 
H.R. 2225: Mr. COURTER. 
H.R. 2262: Mr. ADDABBO, Mr. DREIER, Mr. 

FuQUA, Mr. HAWKINS, Mrs. HoLT, Mr. LUJAN, 
Mr. SPENCE, Mr. TALLON, Mr. ~MAs of 
California, Mr. VOLKMER, and Mr. WON PAT. 

H.R. 2276: Mr. NICHOLS, Mr. WON PAT, Mr. 
WEAVER, and Mr. SMITH of Florida. 

H.R. 2839: Mr. OLIN. 
H.R. 2847: Mr. EVANS of Illinois. 
H.R. 2927: Mr. DEWINE and Mr. 0BERSTAR. 
H.R. 3050: Mr. DANIEL, Mr. DYSON, Mr. 

PARRIS, and Mr. SISISKY. 
H.R. 3072: Mr. YoUNG of Missouri. 
H.R. 3082: Mr. TAUZIN and Mr. SIKORSKI. 
H.R. 3098: Mr. COELHO. 
H.R. 3101: Mr. WINN. 
H.R. 3112: Mr. GEKAS. 
H.R. 3122: Mr. GRAMM. 
H.R. 3282: Mr. FisH, Mr. LoWRY of Wash

ington, Mr. HuGHES, Mr. LEviNE of Califor
nia, and Mrs. ScHROEDER. 

H.R. 3457: Mr. DURBIN. 
H.R. 3482: Mr. ScHUMER, Mr. FRANK, Mr. 

SuNIA, Mr. HoYER, Mr. LELAND, Mr. RoE, Mr. 
WoN PAT, Mr. VENTO, Mr. STOKES, Mr. 
WYDEN, Mr. SIMON, Mr. CROCKETT, Mr. 
LEVINE of California, Mr. WEISS, Mr. CARR, 
Mr. BERMAN, Mr. SMITH of Florida, Mr. 
LowRY of Washington, Mr. RANGEL, Mr. 
MARTINEZ, Mr. LEHMAN of Florida, Mr. 
PEPPER, Ms. FERRARO, Mr. TOWNS, Ms. 
KAPTUR, Mr. FOWLER, Mr. KASTENMEIER, Mr. 
HAWKINS, Mr. BRYANT, Mr. LoNG of Mary
land, Mr. FoRD of Tennessee, Mr. TORRI
CELLI, Mr. RoYBAL, Mrs. BoxER, Mr. TRAx
LER, Ms. KENNELLY, Mr. WALGREN, Mr. WISE, 
Mr. MITCHELL, Mr. GRAY, Mr. WOLPE, Mr. 
MORRISON of Connecticut, Mr. JACOBS, Mr. 
PEPPER, Mr. WHEAT, Mr. 0BERSTAR, Mr. 
WAXMAN, Mr. EvANS of Illinois, Mr. RICH
ARDSON, Mr. AcKERMAN, Mr. KILDEE, and Ms. 
MIKULSKI. 

H.R. 3545: Mr. LoWERY of California. 
H.R. 3554: Mr. NELsoN of Florida and Mrs. 

SCHNEIDER. 
H.R. 3621: Mr. WRIGHT, Mr. WEAVER, Mr. 

MRAZEK, Mr. DICKS, Mr. DONNELLY, Mr. 
GuNDERSON, Mr. KILDEE, and Mr. JoNES of 
Tennessee. 

H.R. 3665: Mrs. SCHROEDER. 
H.R. 3688: Mr. LEHMAN of California. 
H.R. 3729: Mr. PATTERSON. 
H.R. 3755: Mr. RINALDO, Mr. SKELTON, Mr. 

DAVIS, Mr. OLIN, Mr. JEFFORDS, Mr. FoR
SYTHE, Ms. SNOWE, Mr. REGULA, Mr. BoNKER, 
and Mr. BoucHER. 

H.R. 3777: Mr. ANDREWS of North Caroli
na, Mr. BLILEY, Mr. CHAPPELL, Mr. FoRD of 
Tennessee, Mr. LEHMAN of Florida, Mr. 
OLIN, Mr. QuiLLEN, Mr. SISISKY, Mr. SMITH 
of Florida, and Mr. WoLF. 

H.R. 3789: Mr. PATMAN. 
H.R, 3815: Mr. HAWKINS, Mr. HUGHES, Mr. 

KILDEE, Mr. FLORIO, Mr. ADDABBO, Mr. 
CROCKETT, Mr. CONYERS, Mr. FAUNTROY, Mr. 
MITCHELL, Mr. BROWN of California, Mr. 
BONIOR of Michigan, Mr. SIMON, Mr. ROE, 
Mr. STOKES, Mr. HORTON, Mr. WISE, and Mr. 
TORRICELLI. 

H.R. 3916: Mr. HANcE. 
H.R. 3923: Mr. EVANS of Illinois and Mr. 

WISE. 
H.R. 3964: Mr. JACOBS. 
H.J. Res. 103: Mr. SISISKY and Mr. MicA. 
H.J. Res.128: Mr. DoRGAN. 
H.J. Res. 176: Mr. YATRON, Mr. ScHAEFER, 

Mr. BONKER, Mr. TORRICELLI, Mr. MOODY, 
and Mr. OLIN. 
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H.J. Res. 199: Mr. NEAL, Mr. ZABLOCKI, Mr. 

WALGREN, Mr. ToRRICELLI, Mr. WoN PAT, Mr. 
liEFNER, Mr. CHAPPlE, Mr. JENKINS, Mr. 
CLINGER, Mr. BJ:REUTJ:R, Mr. O'BRIEN, Mr. 
BRYANT, Mr. SILJANDER, Mr. RALPH M. HALL, 
Mr. THOMAS of Georgia, Mr. SAM B. HALL, 
JR., Mr. GoRE, Mr. KINDNESS, Mr. BROYHILL, 
Mr. RAY, Mr. RoWLAND, Mr. FoWLER, Mr. 
GINGRICH, and Mr. HATCHER. 

H.J. Res. 209: Mr. DEWna, Mr. BEVILL, 
Mr. TALLON, Mrs. HOLT, Mr. GREEN, Mr. 
MADIGAN, Mr. HARRISON, and Mr. FORSYTHE. 

H.J. Res. 233: Mr. SUNIA, Mr. ADDABBO, Mr. 
ROE, Mr. EDWARDS of California, Mr. WOLF, 
Mr. CORRADA, Mr. GREEN, Mr. LAGOMARSINO, 
Mr. MOLLOHAN, Mr. FAUNTROY, Mr. MINETA, 
Ms. MIKULSKI, Mr. WINN, Mr. PERKINs, Mr. 
GONZALEZ, Mr. FORSYTHE, Mr. PANETTA, Mr. 
WAXKAN, Mr. FAZIO, Mr. CONYERS, Mr. 
STOKES, Mr. HORTON, Mr. DYMALLY, Mr. 
OWENS, Mr. McNULTY, Mr. VANDERGRIFF, 
and Mr. BETHUNE. 

H.J. Res. 284: Mr. ANDERSON, Mr . .ANNUN
ZIO, Mr. BETHUNE, Mr. CONABLE, Mr. DYSON, 
Mr. EARLY, Mr. EDWARDS of Alabama, Mr. 
GUNDERSON, Mr. HANCE, Mr. KINDNESS, Mr. 
LEmiAN of California, Mr. LoEFFLER, Mr. 
MADIGAN, Mr. MARTIN of New York, Mr. 
MAZZOLI, Mr. MOODY, Mr. MORRISON of Con
necticut, Mr. PRITCHARD, Mr. RAY, Mr. STAG
GERS, Mr. TAUZIN, Mrs. VUCANOVICH, Mr. 
YOUNG of Florida, Mr. ROBINSON, Mr. 
HERTEL of Michigan, Mr. HOWARD, Mr. 
GRAY, Mr. FASCELL, Mr. ACKERliAN, Mr. 
PATMAN, and Mr. PAUL. 

H.J. Res. 350: Mr. GooDLING, Mr. GRAHAM, 
Mr. APPLEGATE, Mr. STARK, Mr. MADIGAN, Mr. 
WEBER, Mr. LiviNGSTON, Mr. WEiss, Mr. 
CoNYERS, Mr. MOLLOHAN, and Mr. FRITCH-
ARD. 

H. Con. Res. 123: Mr. FOGLIETTA, Ms. 
KAP'ruR, Mr. ACKER.IIAN, and Mr. BATES. 

H. Con. Res. 174: Mr. ENGLISH, Mr. FOR
SYTHE, Ms. KAPTuR, and Mr. CORCORAN. 

H. Res. 15: Mr. HUNTER. 
H. Res. 287: Mr. DASCHLE, Mr. McKINNEY, 

Mr. MRAzEK, and Mr. SIKORSKI. 

PETITIONS, ETC. 
Under clause 1 of rule XXII. 
239. The SPEAKER presented a petition 

of the City of Niagara Falls, N.Y., relative 
to the Soviet Union's destruction of the 
Korean civilian airliner; which was referred 
to the Committee on Foreign Affairs. 

AMENDMENTS 
Under clause 6 of rule XXIII. pro

posed amendments were submitted as 
follows: 

H.R. 2867 
By Mr. ECKART: 

-Page 56, after line 6, insert: 
ADEQUACY OF CERTAIN GUIDELINES AND 

CRITERIA 
SEC. 23A. <a> Subtitle D is amended by 

adding the following new section at the end 
thereof: 

include a detailed assessment of the degree 
to which the criteria under section 1008<a> 
and the criteria under section 4004 regard
ing monitoring, prevention of contamina
tion, and remedial action are adequate to 
protect such sources and shall also include 
an analysis of any additional enforcement 
authorities which the Administrator deems 
necessary for such purposes. Not later than 
2 years after the date of the enactment of 
this section, the Administrator shall submit 
a report to the President and the Congress 
setting forth the result of the study re
quired under this section. 

<b> The table of contents for such subtitle 
D is amended by adding the following new 
item at the end thereof: 

"Sec. 4010. Adequacy of certain guidelines 
and criteria". 

And make the necessary conforming 
changes in the table of contents. 

H.R. 3231 
By Mr. FRENZEL: 

<Amendments to the amendment in the 
nature of a substitute <text of H.R. 3646).) 
-< 1 > Page 20, line 8, insert "( 1 )" immediate
ly before "When". 

On pages 20 and 21, redesignate para
graphs (1) through <6> as subparagraphs <A> 
through <F>. respectively. 

Page 21, line 6, insert "and" after the 
semicolon. 

Page 21, line 8, strike out "; and" and 
insert in lieu thereof a period. 

Page 21, strike out lines 9 through 23 and 
insert in lieu thereof the following: 

"(2) The President may not impose, 
expand, or extend export controls on goods 
or technology under this section if the good 
or technology, or a similar good or technolo
gy, is available in sufficient quantity from 
sources outside the United States to the 
country to which exports are to be subject 
to the proposed controls, unless negotia
tions have been successfully concluded with 
the appropriate foreign governments to 
ensure the cooperation of such governments 
in controlling the export of such good or 
technology to the country to which exports 
are to be subject to the proposed controls.". 

Page 24, insert the following after line 14 
and redesignate the succeeding subsection 
accordingly: 

(d) Section 6<h> of the Act, as redesignat
ed by subsection (b)(l) of this section, is 
amended-

(!> by striking out "In applying" and in
serting in lieu thereof "With respect to"; 
and 

<2> by inserting "that would be" after 
"comparable to goods or technology". 
-(2) Page 25, strike out line 4 and all that 
follows through "controls." on line 12 and 
insert in lieu thereof the following: "Not
withstanding the preceding sentence, the 
President may apply export controls under 
this section to existing contracts and li
censes (1) if the export controls relate di
rectly, immediately, and significantly to 
actual or imminent acts of aggression or of 
international terrorism, to actual or immi
nent gross violations of internationally rec
ognized human rights, or to actual or immi-

"ADEQUACY OF CERTAIN GUIDELINES AND nent nuclear weapons tests, (2) if the Presi-
CRITERIA dent notifies the Congress of the circum-

"SEC. 4010. The Administrator shall con- stances to which the export controls relate 
duct a study of the extent to which the and of the contracts or licenses affected by 
guidelines and criteria under this Act which · the controls, and <3> if a joint resolution is 
are applicable to solid waste management enacted approving the imposition of the 
and solid waste disposal facilities, including controls to those contracts and licenses.". 
landfills and surface impoundments, <other -(3) Page 25, strike out line 4 and all that 
than guidelines and criteria under subtitle follows through "imminent." in line 16. 
C> are adequate to protect underground -<4> Page 27, strike out line 22 and all that 
sources of drinking water. Such study shall follows through page 29,line 18. 

Page 29, line 19, strike out "(d) The 
amendments made by subsections <a>. <b), 
and <c>" and insert in lieu thereof "(c) The 
amendments made by subsections <a> and 
(b)". 

-(5) Page 46, strike out line 22 and all that 
follows through page 68, line 2. 

By Mr. GLICKMAN: 
<Amendment to the amendment in the 

nature of a substitute <text of H.R. 3646).) 
-On page 25, line 9, before the comma 
insert the following: "and are made applica
ble on the· same basis to all goods and tech
nologies". 
-On page 45, delete the word, "and" on line 
9; delete the period at the end of line 12 and 
insert in lieu thereof a semicolon followed 
by the word "and" and the following: 

"(5)(a) establishment of a cooperative pro
gram, on a demonstration basis with the De
partment of Transportation, consistent with 
provisions of this Act, the International 
Aviation Facilities Act, the Federal Aviation 
Act of 1958, and United States foreign 
policy goals to: 

"(i) initiate technical assistance programs 
with the aviation authorities of other gov
ernments; and 

"(ii) initiate programs to assist United 
States firms in their efforts to export aero
space products and services. Such programs 
may include, but are not limited to: 

"<A> use of United States firms in techni
cal assistance programs initiated with for
eign governments; 

"<B> assisting United States firms to pre
pare and submit proposals to foreign gov
ernments or foreign aviation concerns; 

"<C> providing technical consultation and 
project management assistance to United 
States firms once foreign governments or 
aviation concerns have awarded contracts to 
United States firms; and 

"(D) assisting United States private sector 
civil aviation entities to develop training 
programs, by providing Federal Aviation Ad
ministration safety information, educational 
material, and advice. 

"(b) The Secretary shall report to · the 
Congress not later than April 30, 1985, on 
the implementation of this program making 
recommendations on the advisability of its 
continuation and expansion to involve other 
sectors of the economy and federal depart
ments or agencies.". 

By Mr. SMITH of Florida: 
<Amendment to the amendment in the na

ture of a substitute <text of H.R. 3646).) 
-Page 13, line 2, strike out the quotation 
marks and second period. 

Page 13, insert the following after line 2: 
"(O) EXPORTS TO THE SOVIET UNION.-Not

withstanding any other provision of this 
Act, none of the items listed in Sections 7 
and 8 of the Schedule E classification of ex
ports by the U.S. Department of Commerce, 
as in effect on September 26, 1983, may be 
exported to the Soviet Union.". 

By Ms. SNOWE: 
<Ainendment to the amendment in the 

nature of a substitute <text of H.R. 3646).) 
Page 3, line 14, strike out "paragraph" and 

insert in lieu thereof "paragraphs". 
Page 3, line 21, strike out the quotation 

marks and second period. 
Page 3, insert the following after line 21: 
"(4) Any individual or business concern 

that violates any national security control 
imposed under section 5 of this Act which 
the United States maintains cooperatively 
with other countries, or any regulation, 
order, or license related thereto, may be 
subject to such controls on the importing of 
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its goods or technology into the United 
States or its territories and possessions as 
the President may prescribe.". 
-Page 25, strike out line 22 and all that fol
lows through page 26, line 7, and insert in 
lieu thereof the following: 

"<k> Effect of Controls on Existing Con
tracts.-Not later than the date on which 
export controls are imposed under this sec
tion, the President shall report those con
trols to the Congress, and whether the con
trols are to affect any contract to export en
tered into before the date on which the con
trols are imposed. If a joint resolution is en
acted disapproving the application of the 
export controls to such contracts to export, 
then the export controls shall not, upon the 
enactment of the joint resolution, affect 
any contract to export entered into before 
the date on which the controls were im
posed. For purposes of this subsection, the 
term 'contract to export' includes, but is not 
limited to, an export sales agreement and an 
agreement to invest in an enterprise which 
involve.s the export of goods or technolo
gy" 

Page 26, line 10, strike out "The" and all 
that follows through line 13. 

Page 38, insert the following after line 6 
and redesignate succeeding sections accord
ingly: 

WESTERN RED CEDAR 

SEc. 120. Section 7{i) of the Act <50 U.S.C. 
App. 2406<D > is amended by adding at the 
end thereof the following: 

"(5) The export restrictions contained in 
this subsection and any export controls im
posed under this section shall not apply to 
any contract to harvest unprocessed western 
red cedar from State lands which was en
tered into before October 1, 1979, and the 
performance of which would make the red 
cedar available for export.". 

H.R. 3929 
By Mr. ROSTENKOWSKI: 

-At the end of the bill, add the following 
new section: 
SEC. 205. INCREASE IN TITLE XX SOCIAL SERVICES 

FUNDS. 
Section 2003 of the Social Security Act is 

amended-
(1 > by adding "and" after the semicolon at 

the end of paragraph <2> of subsection <c>; 
<2> by striking out paragraphs (3), (4), and 

<5> of subsection <c> and inserting in lieu 
thereof the following: 

"<3> $2,800,000,000 for the fiscal year 1984 
or any succeeding fiscal year."; and 

<3> by adding at the end thereof the fol
lowing new subsection: 

"(e) In order for any State to receive an 
allotment for the fiscal year 1984 or 1985 in 
excess of the allotment to which it would be 
entitled if the amount specified in subsec
tion <c> for that fiscal year were reduced by 
$200,000,000, the Governor of such State 
shall submit to the Secretary and make 
available to the public (prior to January 1, 
1984, in the case of the fiscal year 1984, and 
no less than 3 months prior to October 1, 
1984, in the case of the fiscal year 1985) a 
report certifying that at least one-half of 
any additional funds received from the 
State's allotment for the fiscal year involved 
<over and above the funds to which the 
State would be entitled if the amount speci
fied in subsection <c> for such year were re
duced by $200,000,000)-

"0> will be used for social services directly 
related to the impact of unemployment on 
individuals and families in the State, and 

"<2> will be allocated among the various 
areas and localities in the State in amounts 

which bear a direct relationship to the re
spective levels of urtemployment in those 
areas and localities. 
Such report shall set forth the manner in 
which such additional funds will be used 
within the State for social services needs re
lated to unemployment, and shall include a 
description of and justification for the crite
ria to be used in making the allocations re
ferred to in paragraph <2> of the preceding 
sentence.". 

H.J. RES. 367 
By Mr. ALEXANDER: . 

-Insert the following new sections at the 
end of the joint resolution: 

SEc. . Section 329 of the Consolidated 
Farm and Rural Development Act <7 U.S.C. 
1970> is amended by adding at the end 
thereof the following: "Eligibility of an ap
plicant for assistance under this subtitle 
based upon production losses shall be deter
mined solely on the basis of the factors des
ignated in this section and shall not be af
fected by the Secretary's failure to desig
nate a county or counties for emergency 
loan purposes, except that the applicant 
must establish to the satisfaction of the Sec
retary that such losses were sustained as a 
result of such disaster. The determinations 
of the Secretary under this section shall be 
final unless found by a court of competent 
jurisdiction, on the basis of the administra
tive record, to have been arbitrary, capri
cious, or otherwise not in accordance with 
law or regulations issued in accordance with 
law.". 

SEc. . Notwithstanding any other provi
sion of law, the Secretary of Agriculture 
shall, within 30 days of receipt by a county 
office of the Farmers Home Administration 
of an application for a loan under subtitle C 
of the Consolidated Farm and Rural Devel
opment Act <7 U.S.C. 1961 et seq.), advise 
the applicant for such loan, in writing, of 
approval or disapproval of the application. 
Failure to advise an applicant, in writing, of 
approval or disapproval of the application 
within this time period shall constitute ap
proval of the application. 

SEc. . <a> Any finding made by the Secre
tary of Agriculture under section 321(a) of 
the Consolidated Farm and Rural Develop
ment Act <7 U.S.C. 1961(a)), during the 
period beginning on July 1, 1983, and ending 
on September 30, 1984, that a natural disas
ter exists with respect to farming and 
ranching operations in an area shall be 
deemed to be a determination made by the 
Secretary that an emergency exists in such 
area for purposes of-

(1) section 813 of the Agricultural Act of 
1970 <7 U.S.C. 1427a), and 

<2> section 1105 of the Food and Agricul
tural Act of 1977 <7 U.S.C. 2267>. 

<b> The Secretary of Agriculture shall ex
ercise his authority-

(1) under-
<A> section 813 of the Agricultural Act of 

1970 <7 U.S.C. 1427a), without regard to any 
limitation specified in subsection <c> or <d> 
of such section, to sell grain at a price not 
less than 75 percent of the current basic 
county loan rate for such grain in effect 
under the Agricultural Act of 1949 <or a 
comparable price if there is no such current 
basic county loan rate>. or 

<B> section 1105 of the Food and Agricul
ture Act of 1977 <7 U.S.C. 2267> to provide 
assistance, or 

<2> in accordance with both subparagraph 
<A> and subparagraph <B> of paragraph <1> 
to sell grain and provide assistance, 

to eligible farmers and ranchers for the 
preservation and maintenance of foundation 
herds of livestock and poultry <including 
their offspring) until September 30, 1984, or 
such earlier date that the Secretary deter
mines such emergency no longer exists. 

<c> For purposes of this section, the term 
"eligible farmers and ranchers" means 
farmers and ranchers who are eligible to re
ceive loans under section 321 of the Consoli
dated Farm and Rural Development Act 
<U.S.C. 1961>. 

By Mr. SMITH of New Jersey: 
-On Page 6, line 2, strike the period and 
add: 

"Provided further, notwithstanding any 
other provisions of this paragraph, no funds 
appropriated by this Act shall be available 
to pay for an abortion, except where the life 
of the mother would be endangered if the 
fetus were carried to term, or the adminis
trative expenses in connection with any 
health plan under the Federal employees 
health benefit program which provides any 
benefits or coverage for abortions, except 
where the life of the mother would be en
dangered if the fetus were carried to term, 
under such negotiated plans after the last 
day of the contracts currently in force.". 

H.J. RES. 364 
By Mr. JACOBS: 

-Strike out all after the resolving clause 
and insert in lieu thereof the following: 

That <a>< 1> contrary to an oft repeated 
myth, the Constitution is not ambiguous 
about placing in the Congress the authority 
and responsibility for declaring war policy 
and the Constitution is not ambiguous 
about placing in the President, as Chief of 
all United States military commanders, au
thority and responsibility for faithfully exe
cuting such war policy. 

<2> Just as a rose by any other name is a 
rose, a war by any other name is a war. 

(3) When our military was ordered to fire 
against one side of the Lebanese civil war on 
behalf of another side, the United States 
was placed in a de facto posture of war. 

<4> The security of the United States is no 
more dependent on developments in the 
centuries-old religious war in Lebanon than 
it is in developments in the centuries-old re
ligious war in Northern Ireland. 

<b> There shall be an immediate and or
derly withdrawal of the United States 
Armed Forces in Lebanon and Lebanese 
waters and airspace, except for personnel 
assigned as guards at the United States Em
bassy in Lebanon, during the 72 hour period 
beginning on the date of enactment of this 
joint resolution. 

By Mr. LEVITAS: 
<Caveat: The page and line numbers cited 

in this amendment are to the resolution as 
introduced; the reported resolution to be 
considered on the House floor will have dif
ferent page and line numbers.> 
-Page 4, line 2, strike out "six" and insert 
in lieu thereof "three". 

Page 5, line 22, immediately after "Sec. 
6.", insert "<a>"; line 25 strike out "eighteen
month" and insert in lieu thereof "six
month"; page 6, line 2, immediately after 
"authorization" the first place it appears, 
insert "in accordance with subsection <b> of 
this section"; and after line 17, insert the 
following: 

<b> If the President determines that an ex
tension of the six-month authorization 
period specified in subsection <a> is needed, 
he shall report to the Congress on the pur
pose and need for the continued participa-
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tion of United States Armed Forces in the 
Multinational Force in Lebanon. The report 
shall include the President's recommenda
tion for the duration of the additional au
thorization period, which may not exceed 
an additional twelve months. Any such 
report shall be submitted to the Congress 
during the fifteen-day period beginning 
forty-five days prior to the expiration of 
such six-month authorization period. Any 
extension of the authorization period which 
is provided by the Congress pursuant to this 
subsection shall be for such period as the 
Congress may determine, not to exceed an 
additional twelve months. 

By Ms. OAKAR: 
<Caveat: The page and line numbers cited 

in this amendment are to the resolution as 
introduced; the reported resolution to be 
considered on the House floor will have dif
ferent page and line numbers>. 
-Page 4, line 2, strike out "every six · 
months" and insert in lieu thereof "each 
month". 

<Caveat: The page and line numbers cited 
in this amendment are to the resolution as 
introduced; the reported resolution to be 
considered on the House floor will have dif
ferent page and line numbers).I20-Page 5, 
strike out lines 1 through 7 and insert in 
lieu thereof the following: 

<b> The Congress believes that it should 
be the policy of the United States to first 
and foremost implement diplomatic efforts 
with the objective of bringing about the 
total withdrawal of all foreign troops from 
Lebanon and the establishment of a politi
cal environment that will permit the people 
of Lebanon to restore sovereignty over the 
whole of their territory consistent with the 
goals of national reconciliation where all 
the recognized communities of Lebanon are 
afforded equal treatment and the human 
rights of all people residing in Lebanon are 
respected. 

<Caveat: The page and line numbers cited 
in this amendment are to the resolution as 
introduced; the reported resolution to be 
considered on the House floor will have dif
ferent page and line numbers>. 
-Page 5, after line 18, insert the following 
new subsection: 

<d> The Congress is opposed to any parti
tion of Lebanon and the annexation of its 
territory by any foreign country. It is a para
mount objective of United States diplomacy 
to end the occupation of Lebanon and to 
restore the sovereignty of its government to 
the original boundaries of Lebanon. 

<Caveat: The page and line numbers cited 
in this amendment are to the resolution as 
introduced; the reported resolution to be 
considered on the House floor will have dif
ferent page and line numbers). 

By Mr. OBEY: 
<Amendment in the nature of a substi

tute.) 
-Strike out all after the resolving clause 
and insert in lieu thereof the following: 

SHORT TITLE 
SECTION 1. This joint resolution may be 

cited as the "United States Armed Forced in 
Lebanon Resolution". 

REPORTS TO THE CONGRESS Beirut International Airport that is difficult 
SEc. 2. <a> After the end of the 90-day to defend and that exposes them to serious 

period beginning on August 29, 1983, no risks; 
funds appropriated by the Congress may be (6) the problems in Lebanon require a po-
obligated or expended for peacekeeping ac- litical, not a military, resolution; 
tivities in Lebanon by United States Armed 
Forces unless, before the end of that 90-day <7> continuation for an additional period 
period, either- of participation of United States Armed 

(1) the President has submitted to the Forces in the Multinational Force in Leba
Congress the report required by section non is necessary <A> to permit the Govern-
4(a)<l) of the War Powers Resolution; or ment of Lebanon to broaden its base to in-

<2> the President has certified to the Con- elude appropriate representation in the 
gress that a ceasefire is in effect in Lebanon Government of Lebanon of all Lebanese 
and is being observed by all parties and that groups, and <B> to allow the Lebanese 
significant progress is being made in negoti- Armed Forces an opportunity to receive the 
ations to broaden the base of the Lebanese training necessary to enable them to pro
Government and achieve a political resolu- vide for internal security of Lebanon on 
tion of existing differences. their own; 

<b> If the President makes a certification <8> an immediate withdrawal of United 
under subsection (a)(2), he shall, at the end States Armed Forces from Lebanon would 
of each 30-day period thereafter, submit a only increase the likelihood of expanded 
report to the Congress pursuant to section conflict in the area and lead to a political 
4<a><l> of the War Powers Resolution unless result unfavorable to United States foreign 
at the end of such 30-day period he makes policy interests in the Middle East; 
the certification described in subsection (9) if fighting in Lebanon continues, there 
<a)(2). If the President does not submit is substantial potential for escalation of 
either the report or the certification re- United States involvement in hostilities; 
quired by this subsection at the end of any 
such 30-day period, then the report required <10) because of the changing character of 
by section 4<a><l> of the War Powers Reso- the situation in Lebanon, the United States 
lution shall be deemed to have been submit- should not irrevocably commit itself to par
ted for purposes of section 5(b) of the War ticipation in the Multinational Force in Leb
Powers Resolution as of the end of such anon for an open-ended or extended period; 
period. Page 4, line 9, strike out "six months" and 

INTERPRETATION OF THIS RESOLUTION insert in lieu thereof "sixty days". 
SEc. 3. <a> Nothing in this joint resolution Page 4, line 19, after "each participating 

shall preclude the President from withdraw- country" insert the following: "and a de
ing United States Armed Forces participa- scription of the contribution of each partici
tion in the Multinational Force in Lebanon pating country to the achievement of the 
if circumstances warrant, and nothing in · objectives of the Multinational Force in 
this joint resolution shall preclude the Con- Lebanon and of any other aid that each 
gress by joint resolution from directing such such country has provided to the Govern-
a withdrawal. ment of Lebanon". 

<b> Nothing in this joint resolution modi- Page 4, line 25, strike out "and". 
fies, limits, or supersedes any provision of Page 5, line 2, strike out the period and 
the War Powers Resolution or the require- insert in lieu thereof a semicolon. 
ment of section 4<a> of the Lebanon Emer- Page 5, after line 2, insert the following: 
gency Assistance Act of 1983, which relates 
to congressional authorization for any sub- <6> the progress made during the report
stantial expansion in the number or role of ing period in the training of the Lebanese 
United States Armed Forces in Lebanon. Armed Forces and an assessment concerning 

By Mr. SPRATT: when this national force will be capable of 
-Further amend Page 5, after line 2, to maintaining internal security in Lebanon; 
insert the following additional subpara- (7) the level of fighting that has occurred 
graph: during the reporting period and, if a cease-

<11) a detailed report to the Armed Serv- fire is in effect at the time of the report, the 
ices Committees, in classified form, if neces- prospects for the continuation of this cease
sary, with respect to the rules of engage- fire: 
ment applicable to United States Armed (8) the estimated additional cost to the 
Forces deployed in Lebanon. United States during the reporting period of 

By Mr. STRATTON: 
<Page and line numbers refer to the com- participation in the Multinational Force in 

mittee print of September 26, 1983.) Lebanon; 
-Page 2, line 23, strike out "and". (9) the number of United States military 

Page 2, after line 23, insert the following casualties during the reporting period as a 
new paragraphs <and redesignate the sue- result of participation in the Multinational 
ceeding paragraph accordingly): Force in Lebanon; and 

(5) due to diplomatic and political require- <10) a statement of the progress made 
ments, members of the United States Armed during the reporting period in negotiations 
Forces in the Multinational Force in Leba- designed to lead to a political settlement in 
non are deployed in a location near the Labanon. 



September 27, 1983 EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS 

EXTENSIONs-oF REMARKS 
25971 

LINE-ITEM LEASH ON RUNAWAY 
SPENDING 

HON. PHIUP M. CRANE 
OF ILLINOIS 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, September 27, 1983 
e Mr. PHILIP M. CRANE. Mr. Speak
er, with a $200 billion deficit in fiscal 
year 1983 the Federal Government is 
heading into the worst economic disas
ter our Nation has ever faced. It is our 
runaway spending that has put us in 
this situation and if we continue down 
this path, I fear that America as we 
know it will not be here for our grand
children to enjoy. It is time to face 
this fact and it is time to take action. 

Henry Hazlitt offers us hope in an 
inspiring commentary, which appeared 
in the Wall Street Journal on Septem
ber 9. He correctly points out that the 
problem rests with Congress. In order 
to please constituents and interest 
groups, Congress all too readily in
cludes extraneous appropriations in 
the budget it passes. Because the 
President must accept or reject an ap
propriations bill in its entirety, he has 
no choice other than to pass these 
padded bills in order to insure vital ap
propriations. Since Congress will never 
stop its pork-barreling, Mr. Hazlitt 
contends that a constitutional amend
ment granting the President line-item 
veto power on appropriations bills is 
necessary to put an end to this non
sense. Someone must stand up and 
take responsibility-it is clear that 
Congress will not. Mr. Hazlitt suggests 
that we allow the President to do so. 

I urge my colleagues to take a few 
minutes to read the following article. 
Mr. Hazlitt gives us a viable solution
one that warrants serious consider
ation by each and every Member of 
Congress. 

[From the Wall Street Journal, Sept. 9, 
1983] 

LINE-ITEM LEASH ON RUNAWAY SPENDING 

(By Henry Hazlitt) 
We have had 45 federal deficits in the 

past 53 years, and uninterrupted deficits in 
the past 15 years. 

There are two ways of preventing or 
ending deficits. One is to cut spending, and 
the other to increase taxes. We can, of 
course, try a little of both. 

This is the approach contemplated in the 
balanced-budget constitutional amendment 
before Congress. Even many of those people 
who have reservations favor this amend
ment on the ground that something is 
better than nothing. But the proposal raises 
serious questions. It is complicated. It im
poses detailed directions on Congress that 

many believe have a very questionable place 
in the Constitution. Its spending and taxing 
restraints may not allow for an emergency, 
such as a war or a natural disaster. 

Perhaps the main objection to the bal
anced-budget amendment is that it puts at 
least as much emphasis on obliging Con
gress to raise taxes to achieve a balance as it 
does on cutting expenditures. This mistakes 
the nature of the problem. The real evil in 
the budgets of the past half century has 
been growing, reckless outlays, and not the 
deficits per se. 

If federal expenditures are at a reasonable 
level, there isn't any great problem in find
ing the taxes to pay for them. But the 
higher the spending, the more formidable 
the taxing problem becomes. Taxes always 
undermine incentives, sales, employment 
and production. The higher the taxes, the 
greater the harm they do to the whole econ
omy. Beyond a certain point, raising tax 
rates brings in lower revenues. 

LIPPMANN'S PROPOSED REMEDY 

All this may seem too obvious to mention, 
but it is persistently overlooked. This first 
struck me forcefully when I encountered a 
New York Herald-Tribune column on March 
5, 1959, in which Walter Lippmann com
plained: "Both parties are pretending that 
they are struggling to balance the budget. 
In fact neither the Administration nor the 
Congress shows any sign of being willing to 
vote the taxes which are absolutely essen
tial if the budget is to be balanced." 

Mr. Lippmann's proposed remedy followed 
from his initial assumption that all the 
spending already going on, plus a great deal 
more, was absolutely necessary. 

The fallacy of trying to balance the 
budget mainly with increased taxes can 
most easily be recognized if we look at the 
budget record since, say, this Lippmann pro
posal. 

In fiscal 1959 the deficit was $12.9 billion 
because, though budget receipts were $79.2 
billion, outlays were $92.1 billion. In 1960 
taxes were higher, and revenues jumped to 
$92.4 billion, enough to have balanced the 
1959 budget. They did achieve a small sur
plus-for one year. But in 1961 spending was 
raised to $97.8 billion, and deficits came 
back. 

If we now look at 1983, the estimate of 
budget receipts is $598.3 billion, nearly eight 
times such receipts in 1959. But to no avail. 
Spending has increased far more, leaving us 
with a prospective deficit of $210 billion, the 
highest ever. 

If we carry the record back to 1931, when 
our string of deficits began, we find we have 
increased our revenues 193 times. Even al
lowing for the inflation that the deficits 
themselves have largely brought about, 
Congress has increased our tax burden 30 
times in real terms-without stopping the 
deficits. 

So let us finally drop the delusion that we 
can pay for any level of spending by raising 
taxes. That myth has been leading us only 
toward increased unemployment and eco
nomic stagnation. And let us finally put 
aside, also, after the past half century's 

record, the idle hope that Congress can 
somehow be induced to return to responsi
bility or to discipline itself. What we desper
ately need is an outside curb on the current 
unrestrained power of Congress to spend. 

How has this license come about? Doesn't 
the president have the same power to veto 
appropriation bills as he has to veto other 
measures? Theoretically he does. But Con
gress has perfected the device of throwing 
in pork-barrel, log-rolling and other vote
buying appropriations with those that the 
president needs to carry on the government. 
In addition, Congress has perfected the 
practice of passing its appropriation bills at 
the very end of a session, so that if the 
president vetoed a typical omnibus spending 
bill in order to get rid of an objectionable 
item, he would be left without any money at 
all. So far as appropriations bills are con
cerned, Congress has usurped total power. 
The presidential veto has been reduced to a 
nullity. 

The cure for this would be a constitution
al amendment granting the president power 
to reduce or veto individual items in appro
priation bills. 

This isn't a new proposal; it has a long his
tory. There isn't any evidence, it is true, 
that the question was even discussed in the 
Constitutional Convention of 1787. But by 
the time of the Civil War, when the Confed
erate states delegates met to frame their 
own constitution, the problem had been rec
ognized. And they specifically provided for 
the presidential item veto. In 1867, Presi
dent Andrew Johnson complained that Con
gress had thrown, objectionable provisions 
into a section of an appropriations act that 
"virtually deprives the President of his con
stitutional functions as Commander in 
Chief of the Army." He felt forced, never
theless, to give his approval to the measure, 
"but to accompany it with my protest." 

Then, President ffiysses S. Grant asked 
Congress in 1873 to amend the Constitution 
"to authorize the Executive to approve of so 
much of any measure passing the two 
houses of Congress as his judgment may dic
tate, without approving the whole, the dis
approved portion or portions to be subject 
to the same rules as now." Presidents Ruth
erford B. Hayes, in 1879, and Chester A. 
Arthur, in 1882, repeated this recommenda
tion, though confining it to appropriation 
measures. 

Franklin D. Roosevelt was the next presi
dent to ask for the item veto, followed by 
Dwight D. Eisenhower. Harry S Truman in 
his "Memoirs" wrote: "One important lack 
in the presidential veto power, I believe, is 
authority to veto individual items in appro
priation bills." 

Despite this long history, Congress has 
done precisely nothing. The apparently in
soluble problem that confronts us is how to 
get congressmen voluntarily to give up or 
share a power that they have managed to 
usurp. 

If we can't get two-thirds of Congress vol
untarily to submit to the states an amend
ment giving the president the item veto, 
how can we get around this obstacle? 

e This "bullet" symbol identifies statements or insertions which are not spoken by the Member on the floor. 
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There is a glimmer of hope. The item veto 

is so essential to fiscal discipline that in 42 
of our 50 states the governor already has 
this power. In at least some cases, he must 
have got it through voluntary action by the 
legislature. <This certainly has been helped 
by the fact that the states can't print 
money to cover their overruns.> 

H Congress can't be persuaded to take the 
initiative in submitting a constitutional 
amendment allowing a presidential item 
veto, there are two alternatives. One is for 
two-thirds or more of the state legislatures 
to ask Congress to call a constitutional con
vention for the single purpose of drafting 
and submitting an item-veto amendment. 
Congress would be obliged to comply. The 
delegates to such a convention would need 
to meet only a day or two to carry out their 
assignment. 

ADVANTAGE AND DISADVANTAGE 

Another course would be to try to per
suade Congress to permit a presidential 
item veto by simple legislation. This alterna
tive actually was suggested by Mr. Roosevelt 
in his annual budget message of Jan. 3, 
1939: "A respectable difference of opinion 
exists as to whether a similar item veto 
power could be given to the President by 
legislation or whether a constitutional 
amendment would be necessary. I strongly 
recommend that the present Congress adopt 
whichever course it may deem to be the cor
rect one." 

The advantage of granting the item veto 
by legislation would be that it would take 
effect immediately. The disadvantage is 
that the power could be taken back more 
easily by Congress or that Congress in the 
first place might be more reluctant to grant 
an item veto to the president then in office. 

One question certain to be raised is 
whether a big-spending president actually 
would make much use of an item veto. One 
answer is that in that case, granting the 
power wouldn't do any harm. But it would 
at least remove the alibi that presidents 
have as long as they lack this power. With 
it, they could be held strictly responsible, as 
they in fairness can't be now, for the spend
ing result. As matters stand, the president is 
directed to present a budget, and in the eyes 
of the public is held responsible for it, 
though he has neither the power to appro
priate nor any real power to cut outlays. 

Presidential power to reduce or veto indi
vidual items in appropriation bills certainly 
would make a real difference. If we can get 
back to prudent and responsible spending, 
the task of raising the matching revenues 
won't seem insuperable any longer.e 

SMALL BUSINESS INVESTMENT 
COMPANY ACT 25TH ANNIVER
SARY 

HON. PARREN J. MITCHELL 
OF MARYLAND 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, September 27, 1983 
e Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. Speaker, 1983 
marks the 25th anniversary of the 
Small Business Investment Company 
<SBIC) program. Twenty-five years 
ago, small businesses, in spite of their 
enormous benefits to society, were 
often unable to obtain startup and ex
pansion capital from established lend
ing institutions. Congress acted to 
close this "equity gap" with the pas-
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sage of the Small Business Investment 
Act of 1958, paving the way for the de
velopment of an entirely new type of 
financial framework. The program has 
been a tremendous success, primarily 
in terms of generating small business 
growth, creating employment opportu
nities and increasing tax revenues for 
the Federal Government. 

SBIC's are privately managed and 
operated financial institutions, li
censed by the Small Business Adminis
tration, which provide equity capital, 
long-term loans and management as
sistance to small and independent 
businesses, especially those with sig
nificant growth potential. They are 
permitted to supplement their private 
investment capital with funds bor
rowed from the Government at an in
terest rate slightly above the cost of 
money to the Federal Treasury. There 
are approximately 500 SBIC's in oper
ation today, and the Washington
based National Association of Small 
Business Investment Companies esti
mates that nearly $5 billion has been 
invested in 66,000 new and growing 
small businesses since the program 
began. 

Congress also recognized that the 
Government should help stimulate 
SBIC's to invest more funds in minori
ty-owned small firms. In 1971, a new 
and specialized form of SBIC was au
thorized to invest in small businesses 
owned· by minorities and Vietnam war 
veterans. Commonly referred to as mi
nority enterprise small business invest
ment companies <MESBIC's), these in
vestment firms are an integral part of 
the SBIC program, governed by simi
lar regulations, and are especially re
sponsive to the needs of the minority 
business community. Between 1974-82, 
MESBIC's have invested more than 
$260 million in small, disadvantaged 
firms. Today there are approximately 
140 MESBIC's in operation. 

Attesting to the SBIC program's suc
cess is an economic-impact study by 
Deloitte, Haskins & Sells <DH&S> and 
Arther D. Little, Inc., which showed 
that SBIC-backed firms experience 
growth rates almost 10 times as great 
as those of other small companies in 
such key areas as sales and profits. 
These firms have created hundreds of 
thousands of new jobs and have been 
in the forefront of the Nation's ad
vances in technology and productivity. 
The DH&S study alsQ showed that the 
employment growth of SBIC-assisted 
small firins has been 10 times greater 
than that of American companies in 
general. It costs the Federal Govern
ment only $312 to create a permanent, 
full-time job through the SBIC pro
gram. 

In addition to supplying small busi
ness with needed equity capital, 
SBIC's have provided a bargain for 
American taxpayers. A separate cost
benefit study has shown that the pro
gram is one of the most cost effective 
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ever developed by the Government. 
For every taxpayer dollar invested in 
the SBIC program, the Government 
has received $110 back in the form of 
tax revenues. 

One of the most interesting features 
of the SBIC program is the partner
ship it involves between the public and 
private sectors. As the only venture 
capital program sponsored by the Gov
ernment, it is an excellent example of 
how Government and private re
sources can work together for the full 
benefit of small business and the 
Nation. 

I would like to take this opportunity 
to congratulate 12 companies spurred 
to success with financing from an 
SBIC or MESBIC. These firms will be 
honored at the SBIC industry's 25th 
anniversary celebration dinner on Sep
tember 27 here in Washington. These 
distinguished small businesses are: 
American Frozen Foods, Inc., Bridge
port, Conn.; Ault, Inc., Minneapolis, 
Minn.; DICOMED Corp., Minneapolis, 
Minn.; Digitron, Inc., Dayton, Ohio; 
Essence Comunications, Inc., New 
York, N.Y.; E. R. Green & Assoc., Inc., 
Carle Place, N.Y.; Lifeline Systeins, 
Inc., Waltham, Mass.; Martinez & 
Rutter, Inc., Dallas, Tex.; NBI, Inc., 
Boulder, Colo.; Palm Harbor Homes, 
Inc., Dallas, Tex.; Pandick Press, Inc., 
New York, N.Y.; and Quantum Corp., 
Milpitas, Calif. I am pleased that sev
eral of these companies are minority 
owned. 

In addition, I would like to recognize 
First Midwest Capital Corp., Minne
apolis, Minn., the Nation's first SBIC, 
whose 25 years of success are testimo
ny to the effectiveness of the SBIC 
program and to the leadership of that 
SBIC's management team. 

Congratulations to the SBIC and 
MESBIC industries for their remarka
ble achievements in providing vitally 
needed venture capital to small and 
minority businesses, the most produc
tive and innovative segment of our 
economy.e 

LEBANON: ERRORS AND 
LESSONS 

HON. MICHAEL A. ANDREWS 
OF TEXAS 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, September 27, 1983 
e Mr. ANDREWS of Texas. Mr. 
Speaker, I would like to draw my col
leagues' attention to an editorial pub
lished in yesterday's Christian Science 
Monitor written by Representative 
ScHEUER, the distinguished chairman 
of the Natural Resources Subcommit
tee of the Committee on Science and 
Technology. This editorial, which 
deals with our policy in Lebanon, re
flects the deeply held beliefs of our 
colleague from New York. Representa
tive ScHEUER speaks with the voice of 
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experience. He has served in this body 
for 19 years, has traveled extensively 
in the Middle East, and this article re
flects his great concern for the securi
ty of the State of Israel and his desire 
to bring peace to that troubled region. 
£From the Christian Science Monitor, Sept. 

26, 1983] 
LEBANON: ERRORS AND LESSONS 

<By James H. Scheuer> 
A year ago, I stood in the streets of Beirut 

talking with ordinary Lebanese as they cele
brated the departure of PLO guerrillas, the 
election of Bashir Gemayel as President, 
and their hopes for peace at last after more 
than a decade of communal strife inflamed 
by Arafat's gunmen and Syrian troops. 
Beirut was on the verge of regaining its role 
as a prosperous center of culture, finance, 
and communication in the Middle East. 

Today, the hopes are dashed and Lebanon 
is a mess. The President elected a year ago 
was assassinated, the government of his 
brother-successor teeters near collapse and 
American soldiers are being killed and 
maimed on foreign soil for the first time in 
many years. Today, instead of having been 
humiliated and ousted as an influence in 
the region, Russia has massively rearmed 
Syria and holds a tight grip on the Syrian 
Army with "advisers" down to the battalion 
level. The Soviets have deployed SAM-5 
missiles, manned exclusively by Russians 
and command-linked directly to the Soviet 
nuclear-missile network in southern Russia. 

A year ago, with the PLO's military appa
ratus facing elimination and Russia's mili
tary equipment and political support of its 
radical clients discredited, the Reagan ad
ministration leaped in. Instead of backing 
our Israeli and pro-Western Lebanese allies, 
Ronald Reagan, like his predecessor, suc
cumbed to the hubris that ultimately 
plagues provincial politicians suddenly 
thrust on the world stage. Overeager, quick 
to assert itself, and with a zeal uncomplicat
ed by any depth of understanding of the 
historical forces involved, the administra
tion rushed in and saved our adversaries
Syria, Russia, and the PLO-from certain 
political and military defeat at the hands of 
our allies-Israel and Lebanon. Every Druze 
mortar shell is a deadly reminder of oppor
tunities lost. 

The Reagan administration systematically 
and publicly attacked Israel. Weinberger 
condemned, Reagan frowned, and State De
partment Arabists fumed. Instead of focus
ing attention on the small, incremental 
steps that could build on the peace process, 
the administration diluted the climate for 
peace by advancing a quick fix, dubbed the 
Reagan Plan. The United States chose the 
critical moments of opportunity for both 
Lebanon and Israel to divert attention 
toward an unachievable, all-encompassing 
Middle East settlement. This set us apart 
from our supposed allies while their forces 
were still in the field. 

We pandered to Hussein. He flirted and 
demurred until even Ronald Reagan must 
have realized that a Jordanian King cannot 
be a statesman when he fears assassination 
for merely talking of peace with Israel. We 
pandered to the Saudis. They have taken 
our AWACS, recycled our petrodollars to 
the PLO, and have continued to undermine 
the peace progress begun at Camp David. 

Basically, Ronald Reagan and his adminis
tration have frittered away Lebanon's op
portunity of a year ago to join Egypt as an
other nation at peace with Israel. The 
Reagan Middle East policy has lurched 
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from confusing and ill-timed to vague and 
dangerous. 

What are the broad policy lessons of Leba
non? 

After 35 years of Jordanian and Syrian re
fusal to negotiate with Israel, the US should 
stop trying to entice them into the peace 
process with extravagant promises, sophisti
cated weapons sales, and a hope that US in
decisiveness and weaknesses will be inter
preted as flexibility and "evenhandedness." 

For 60 years, Syria has insisted that all of 
Lebanon is a part of a "Greater Syria." 
Syria has cast its lot with the Soviets. No 
carrots offered by the US will induce them 
to quit Lebanon, particularly with their 
cherished goal of annexing Lebanon within 
sight. 

Saudi money and influence is always going 
to place its highest premium on deflecting 
radical Arab threats to the monarchy's sur
vival rather than advancing any plans, large 
or small, for peace in the region. 

Arab states will sign a peace treaty with 
Israel <as in the case of Egypt), or find a 
modus vivendi <as in the case of Jordan and 
Lebanon>. when it is in their best interests 
and when their leaders do not fear assassi
nation by radicals for seeking peace with 
Israel. 

Unfocused American political intervention 
can often be counterproductive and down
right dangerous. Grandiose "overall" settle
ments make good press conferences, but 
they also send the wrong signals and can 
turn the potential for an incremental step 
toward peace into a major combat imbroglio 
dragging us closer to a full-scale war in the 
Middle East. 

While it is clear that all of Lebanon's 
problems cannot be solved by any single 
event, it is equally clear that the withdrawal 
of Syria and a lessening of Soviet control is 
the crawling before the walking, the sine 
qua non, of the Lebanon equation. 

What then should we do now? 
First, we must prevent the collapse of the 

pro-Western Gemayel government, if for no 
other reason than that it would be inter
preted as an instant American debacle. Con
gress must make it clear that our military 
presence is neither an open-ended blank 
check nor a face-saving exercise of such 
short duration as to constitute merely a 
"decent interval" before Syrian forces and 
their radical proxies march into Beirut. 

Second, the Gemayel government must be 
persuaded to negotiate a genuine 
rapproachement with those Lebanese ele
ments patriotic enough to reject Syrian col
laboration and Russian domination. Obvi
ously, much will depend on our ability to 
convince the Lebanese that our treatment 
of Israel over the past year will not be re
peated with them at some critical moment. 

Finally, the US must recognize that only 
effectively coordinated US-Israeli efforts 
will be successful in deterring Soviet-Syrian 
designs in Lebanon and throughout the 
Middle East. It is time for a new strategic 
agreement between us and our democratic 
ally, Israel. The US must make it clear to 
Syria, Jordan, Saudi Arabia, and the USSR 
that continued intransigence will result in 
stronger American support for Israel and, 
ultimately, for Israeli claims in the Golan, 
Gaza, and the West Bank. 

With dependable American support and a 
consistent Middle East policy, Israel and 
moderate Arabs can be brought together by 
time and self-interest in an accommodation 
indistinguishable from peace. Israel and 
Egypt do not have a perfect relationship, 
but Israelis and Egyptians are not killing 
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each other, either. Reproducing this situa
tion within Lebanon would be a significant 
contribution to peace.e 

IMF BILL IS REALLY A JOBS 
BILL 

HON. ROBERT J. LAGOMARSINO 
OF CALIFORNIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, September 27, 1983 

e Mr. LAGOMARSINO. Mr. Speaker, 
in much of the debate on the in
creased U.S. quota for the IMF, the 
impact on U.S. employment seems to 
be lost. "More than 300,000 U.S. jobs 
have been lost as a result of declines in 
Latin American growth and imports," 
according to Bob Hormats, writing in 
the September 21 Washington Post. 
The loss of ability to import by Latin 
countries directly affects the U.S. 
economy. It is essential that we do 
what we can to support a stimulation 
of Latin economic development and 
trade to help our own economic resur
gence. 

Some say that supporting the IMF 
does not help a country improve its 
economy or help the United States im
prove its exports because the IMF re
quires a restriction on imports. Yet, 
the figures show that in 19 out of 26 
recent cases where a restructing pro
gram has been required by the IMF, 
those countries have been able to in
crease their growth and imports in the 
first years compared to the period 
before implementing the IMF pro
gram. 

I urge my colleagues to review Mr. 
Hormats' comments. 
[From the Washington Post, Sept. 21, 19831 

THE IMF BILL Is REALLY A JoBs BILL 
<By Robert D. Hormats> 

Congress has before it a particularly im
portant jobs bill: legislation to increase the 
resources of the International Monetary 
Fund. Its fate will significantly affect that 
of hundreds of thousands of American 
workers whose jobs depend on exports to de
veloping nations. In fact, because roughly 4 
percent of U.S. GNP depends on Third 
World markets, this legislation, and addi
tional support for the World Bank, must be 
part of any serious strategy for sustained 
U.S. recovery. 

There is a curious paradox today in Wash
ington. On one hand, strong concerns are 
raised about problems caused or made worse 
by high developing-country debt: political 
unrest abroad, particularly in South Amer
ica, and large U.S. trade deficits, with the 
attendant loss of American jobs. On the 
other hand, there is strong resistance in 
many quarters to providing adequate re
sources to the very institutions responsible 
for facilitating a smooth resolution of the 
debt problem-the IMF and World Bank. 

So far developing-country debt has not led 
to the financial crisis many feared. Nor, 
however, is it close to being resolved. Most 
high-debt countries continue to recognize 
the need to reduce the gap between debt 
and their ability to service it and to over
come structural problems that weaken eco-
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nomic competitiveness. But high world in
terest rates, slow recovery in many industri
alized countries, trade barriers and commod
ity subsidies that impede developing-coun
try exports, and the cost and scarcity of new 
loans are placing a heavy burden on these 
countries. 

Factories in a number of high-debt devel
oping countries are already beginning to fall 
into disuse and disrepair because of the lack 
of funds to import necessary spare parts and 
raw materials. Budget restraints force cuts 
in health, nutrition and education pro
grams; this hurts people already suffering 
from depressed economic growth and high 
unemployment. And investment in new pro
ductive capacity is being postponed. 

These factors are generating intense social 
and political pressures. Most developing na
tions have high rates of population growth, 
no unemployment benefits and only recent
ly established political systems. Long peri
ods of economic decline, high unemploy
ment and cuts in social programs cause 
severe hardship. The potential for instabil
ity is enormous. Even relatively localized 
dissidents, whose objectives are primarily 
political or parochial, can magnify their in
fluence by playing on economic discontent. 
Such discontent has surely strengthened 
the forces that are causing the U.S. concern 
in Central America. It would be consider
ably more alarming if economic problems 
encouraged, and strengthened support for, 
extremists of the right and left in the larger 
countries of the hemisphere. 

But the economic plight of developing 
countries does not affect their citizens 
alone. From 1975 to 1981, U.S. exports of 
goods and services to Third World countries 
increased from $40 billion to almost $100 
billion-creating approximately 1.5 million 
new jobs in this country. Altogether in 1981 
nearly 2.5 million American jobs depended 
on exports to developing areas. 

As developing nations have pursued aus
terity policies to reduce debt, their imports 
have fallen dramatically. This is particular
ly true for Latin America-the largest devel
oping-area market for U.S. products and the 
region with the largest debt burden. In 1982 
exports to Argentina fell by roughly 40 per
cent, to Mexico and Chile by about 35 per
cent, to Brazil by 10 percent. 1983 has been 
a further fall. More than 300,000 U.S. jobs 
have been lost as a result of declines in 
Latin American growth and imports. This 
has had a particularly adverse effect on U.S. 
firms that produce capital goods <e.g., trac
tors and machinery) and industrial supplies 
<e.g., metals and chemicals) and on Ameri
can farmers. 

Next week's annual meeting of the IMF 
and World Bank will need to address the 
debt situation with a sense of urgency. De
clines in growth, by causing a trade surplus, 
improve the ability of countries to service 
their debt but reduce public support for 
doing so. Most developing countries seem 
prepared to accept austerity and net out
flows of capital for a limited time in order 
to repay at least a portion of their debt. 
They bear such costs in part to maintain 
access to foreign private and government
supported financing, in part to avoid the 
trade disruptions that would follow debt re
pudiation, and in part because they expect 
that after a reasonable time austerity can 
be eased and capital inflows will resume. 

But if heavily indebted countries suffer 
prolonged net capital outflows, if their 
access to foreign markets and borrowing 
from commercial banks and government in
stitutions is frustrated, and if their econo-
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mies continue to decline, the debt issue will 
become increasingly politicized within and 
among them. Pressures will grow for unilat
eral <as opposed to negotiated) measures, in
cluding various types of moratoriums. 

Healthy world recovery would, of course, 
considerably improve the outlook. But this 
cannot be counted on. And even a relatively 
strong recovery would not eliminate certain 
structural problems. Moreover, resolution of 
the debt problem itself will be an important 
component in ensuring sustained recovery 
in the industrialized countries. Therefore a 
focused set of measures to address the debt 
issue specifically is needed. 

The IMF and World Bank must be given 
increased resources if they are to help facili
tate resolution of the debt problem without 
political instability or sharp reductions in 
gowth. An increase in their funds is not, of 
course, the whole answer. But, if effectively 
utilized, such increases can help ease the 
debt burden and in so doing create the in
centives to encourage: <a> continuation of 
adjustment efforts and repayment of debt; 
<b> prudent increases in commercial bank 
lending, and <c> willingness to reconcile dif
ferences through negotiation between bor
rowers and lenders. 

The most urgent requirement is passage 
of legislation, without inappropriate encum
brances, to provide the U.S. share of recent
ly agreed increases in IMF quotas and in the 
General Arrangements to Borrow <an IMF 
"backup fund"). Unless the IMF has addi
tional resources it will be unable to meet 
new requirements to support adjustment 
measures. High-debt countries unable to 
obtain IMF support will suffer a further 
sharp reduction in growth. New commercial 
bank lending will decline. Political stability 
will suffer a serious blow, as will American 
trade. 

In a very real sense, in addition to being 
important to avoid unrest in this hemi
sphere, this is a "jobs bill"-which will im
prove export prospects for U.S. industries 
still suffering from high unemployment. An 
increase in IMF Special Drawing Rights to 
bolster depleted foreign exchange reserves 
would also add a margin for growth and 
trade. And, toward these same ends, indus
trialized countries should agree to facilitate 
IMF borrowing in their markets in the 
event that becomes necessary to augment 
its liquidity. 

Additional development assistance 
through the World Bank-and more co-fi
nancing between it and commercial banks
is needed to help high-debt countries to 
stengthen the productive sectors of their 
economies, reorient production away from 
import substitution, and improve opportuni
ties for private investment. World Bank 
funds are also critically needed to address 
social and human needs. 

The World Bank also should be permitted 
to accelerate lending for spare parts, indus
trial supplies and new equipment to over
come stagnation in key sectors. And it 
should be encouraged to develop new ar
rangements-perhaps even a new facility
that permits it to guarantee a portion of 
new commercial bank loans to supplement 
World Bank lending. Finally, and of great
est importance to the poorest nations, it is 
vital that there be a large replenishment of 
the International Development Association, 
the World Bank's soft loan window. These 
funds are vital to the low-income peoples of 
Africa and Sourth Asia, and also free up 
somewhat higher cost funds for the West
em Hemisphere. 

While Congress and the administration 
must clearly make budgetary trade-offs, and 
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the choices are particularly hard in light of 
pressures to cut the budget deficit-which 
in my judgment is the key to sustained U.S. 
and world recovery-it would be wrong to 
believe that funds could be withheld from 
the IMF or World Bank without a major 
cost to the United States. The same country 
that spends so much to counter threats to 
stabilty in Central America, Africa and the 
Middle East must see the lack of wisdom in 
failure to provide the relatively small sums 
needed to avoid to conditions that breed in
stability in this hemisphere and elsewhere 
in the world. And, if we are serious about re
covery in the United States and reducing 
unemployment, then we surely cannot fail 
to support programs to resolve the debt 
problem, for to do so would jeopardize mar
kets in developing countries that take a 
larger percentage of our exports than 
Europe and Japan combined.e 

BARTER PROMOTION ACT OF 
1983 

HON. COOPER EVANS 
OF IOWA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, September 27, 1983 · 

• Mr. EVANS of Iowa. Mr. Speaker, I 
am pleased to introduce today the 
"Barter Promotion Act of 1983," 
which was introduced in the Senate as 
S. 1638 by Senators ToWER, HUM
PHREY, SYMMS, and NICKLES. This bill 
again points out the urgent need for 
reform in the system whereby our 
Government-owned surplus agricultur
al products can be swapped to offset 
the unmet goals of the national de
fense stockpile. The current world eco
nomic situation and our own domestic 
situation make innovative methods to 
facilitate trade attractive. These con
ditions include the high world debt 
problems which are precluding the 
smooth flow of much needed agricul
tural goods to some of our potential 
customers; slow world markets for 
many of the strategic and critical ma
terials which are not available in the 
United States, but may be exported by 
other nations; huge Government
owned surpluses of dairy products 
<over 470 million pounds of butter, 851 
million pounds of cheese, and 1.3 bil
lion pounds of nonfat dry milk); and 
limited appropriations for the national 
defense stockpile in spite of the fact 
that the value of the unmet goals is 
valued at over $10 billion. 

Under the barter authority included 
in the Commodity Credit Corporation 
<CCC) Charter Act, barter of some 60 
materials from 50 countries was facili
tated from 1950 to 1973. In 1973, the 
program was suspended for a number 
of reasons including changes in the 
strategic stockpile goals, and an inabil
ity to match suppliers of strategic ma
terials with those which need our sur
plus agricultural products. Also, 
during the 1970's, our agricultural ex
ports expanded at an unprecedented 
rate-total sales in fiscal year 1972 
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were $8.2 billion and by fiscal year 
1981, the figure was $43.8 billion. How
ever. the world economic situation has 
taken its toll on our exports and 
USDA is projecting a second consecu
tive year of decline in total exports to 
perhaps $34.5 billion. Since February 
1982, two new barter arrangements 
with Jamaica have been negotiated. 

However, as Senator TOWER pointed 
out when he introduced this bill, 
reform is needed in the barter author
ity. There are four major problems 
with the current authority which this 
bill attempts to correct in the interest 
of again making barter a tool for 
trade: 

First: Due to a 1968 amendment, all 
U.S. Government barter contracts 
must be bilateral involving a direct ex
change between the two countries. 
However, during the barter program 
that had begun in 1950, the contracts 
had evolved from bilateral to multilat
eral to open-ended. This evolution re
flected the fact that opportunities for 
strictly bilateral deals were limited 
and the prospects for exchanges in
creased if third parties could be in
volved. This bill I am introducing 
today would allow a return to multilat
eral contracts, provided that such 
agreements do not displace cash sales 
of U.S. agricultural products or dis
rupt world market prices. 

Second: Government-to-government 
barter is expensive and cumbersome. 
Our earlier program relied on private 
companies and it is the intention of 
this bill to again encourage private in
volvement. 

Third. Currently. it takes nothing 
short of a Presidential mandate to pull 
all the interested agencies within the 
U.S. Government together to arrange 
a barter deal. Two barter deals have 
been negotiated under the current ad
ministration, both involving the ship
ment of dairy products to Jamaica for 
bauxite. and both were initiated at the 
direction of the President. There have 
been several proposals for barter 
transactions presented to one or more 
of the agencies interested in barter 
but due to disagreement among the 
agencies. none have been negotiated. 
This bill will require that an office be 
set up in the Executive Office of the 
President to coordinate our barter 
policy. 

Fourth. The Government account
ing conventions may preclude any ef
forts to expand our barter activities 
since the Commodity Credit Corpora
tion must be reimbursed for all of the 
agricultural products used to acquire 
the strategic material through barter. 
However. the current level of appro
priations ($120 million in the current 
fiscal year> for the national defense 
stockpile severely limits all purchases 
of materials. For example, the repay
ment for the Jamaican bauxite barters 
will be carried out over several years. 
This bill removes the present require-
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ment that the CCC must be reim
bursed. 

This bill also requires the Secretary 
of Agriculture to report to Congress 
the activities of the administration•s 
ad hoc interagency barter discussion 
group. 

During this period of large interna
tional debt, tight budgets, and scarce 
foreign exchange, the fine-tuning of 
methods to keep trade flowing should 
be encouraged by the Congress. In the 
interest of expanding agricultural 
trade while at the same time bolster
ing the national defense stockpile, I 
urge my colleagues to support this 
bill .• 

TRIBUTE TO HONORABLE LOUIS 
L. GOLDSTEIN 

HON. PARREN J. MITCHELL 
OF MARYLAND 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Tuesday, September 27, 1983 

e Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. Speaker, Louis 
L. Goldstein, State Comptroller of 
Maryland, will be honored by the 
Mental Health Association on Wednes
day, September 28. He will be celebrat
ing his 70th birthday and 45 years of 
service to the citizens of Maryland. 

I have known Goldstein for many 
years. and he has been consistently a 
hard worker, honest, and sincere. He 
has given the State of Maryland his 
perseverance, dedication, and strong 
will to do the very best he can to serve 
its citizens. 

Mr. Goldstein was elected State 
comptroller in 1958 and has been re
elected each time since 1958. He also 
was elected and served in the Mary
land State Senate from 1946 to 1959. 

Marylanders know this very witty 
and lively man as "Louie!' He is a 
good friend, and as such, I listen to his 
report on the tomatoes, potatoes. cu
cumbers, and other vegetables he 
raised on his farm in southern Mary
land, better known as Calvert County. 

Louis L. Goldstein is a man of princi
ple, integrity, and commitment, and 
God will continue to bless him "Real 
Good!'e 

KILLING THE GOOSE THAT 
LAYS THE GOLDEN EGG 

HON. JOHN N. ERLENBORN 
OF ILLINOIS 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Tuesday, September 27, 1983 

e Mr. ERLENBORN. Mr. Speaker, 
whenever the opportunity is present
ed, I encourage people to communicate 
their opinions and problems with 
regard to Federal legislation to those 
who are elected to represent them. I 
especially urge this kind of communi
cation when pension issues are in
volved because they are inevitably 
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complex and the vast universe and va
riety of pension plans add to the con
fusion. 

Oftentimes, the reaction I get seems 
to be, "But is anyone listening!' There 
is the distinct feeling that. when it 
comes to pensions, too many of our 
colleagues hold to the theory that tax 
advantages for providing pensions are 
just another shelter for the rich. 
Therefore, so this school of thought 
goes. reduce and restrict the pensions 
of the owners and managers who pay 
the costs and never mind the objec
tions being raised. 

What this thinking overlooks is that 
the result of this misinformed logic, 
which so clearly was followed most re
cently in enactment of the Tax Equity 
and Fiscal Responsibility Act of 1982 
<TEFRA>. is that those who bear the 
cost will decide it is not worth it. In 
other words, the ultimate result will 
be fewer employer-sponsored pension 
plans-not because the idea is un
sound, but rather because we who 
write our tax laws will not heed the 
warnings we get. 

One of those who heard my plea 
that the "pen is mightier than the 
sword," recently wrote me on how he 
tried to turn TEFRA around and how 
his efforts fell on deaf ears. If we per
sist in ignoring the reality of why em
ployers sponsor pensions, he warns, 
there simply will be no pension plans 
sponsored. I urge my colleagues to 
read-and heed-his message, which 
follows: 
WALTON LANTAFF SCHROEDER & CARSON, 

Coral Gables, Fla., August 15, 1983. 
Hon. JoHN N. ERLENBORN, 
House of Representatives, 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR CONGRESSMAN ERLENBORN: I am a 
member of the Florida Bar but unfortunate
ly was unable to attend the luncheon at the 
Florida Bar meeting at Disney World on 
June 17, 1983. I did have the opportunity of 
reading the speech that you presented at 
that time, and I agree almost completely 
with everything that you have said. 

There is one point that I must express my 
disagreement on. In your closing you indi
cated that you felt that the "pen is mighter 
than the sword" and asked the audience to 
write their own congressman and senators 
to assist you in keeping the public and pri
vate pension systems headed in the right di
rection. I have to say that I am totally dis
heartened by the lack of response and lack 
of action which the letters which I wrote 
and letters which hundreds of my clients 
wrote during the initial consideration of 
H.R. 6410 and then the abomination that 
was enacted as The Tax Equity and Fiscal 
Responsibility Act of 1982. We wrote, called, 
sent telegrams and did everything that we 
could to express our concerns about the 
impact of the pension legislation initially 
proposed in H.R. 6410 and ultimately incor
porated in The Tax Equity and Fiscal Re
sponsibility Act. I received very few replies 
and, in fact, only two Congressmen from 
Florida have seemed at all interested. The 
Honorable William Lehman is the most in
terested, and he has been very helpful. 
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I have concluded that the pension issue 

has been perceived by many congressmen 
and senators as being a "rich taxpayer" 
issue and if a substantial amount of corre
spondence is received, it is dismissed as 
being prompted or promoted by rich taxpay
ers who want to avoid paying taxes. As you 
and I both know, this is not true but it is 
certainly the perception that many legisla
tors have. I simply do not know how to 
eliminate that perception. 

I have traveled to Washington to testify 
before Senator Cha.fee's Committee and 
then before the Internal Revenue Service 
within the last four months. I think that 
both of these trips were a waste of time and 
money, but I felt that I must make the 
effort. I will continue to write, call and testi
fy as the situation demands, but I am frank 
to say that I am totally disheartened by the 
general inclination which I believe prevails 
in Washington to tinker with the private 
pension plan system to the end that it will 
be so repaired that it will completely break 
down. Everyone must understand that there 
is an element of self-interest in the sponsor
ing of a pension plan and if the benefits, for 
the owners who pay the costs of the pen
sions for all the other employees are re
duced and restricted to the extent that it is 
not worth the costs of covering the other 
employees, there simply will be no pension 
plans sponsored. Most of my clients can, 
through tax shelters and other sources, 
obtain essentially the same or a greater cur
rent tax deduction. I would hate to see them 
go to tax shelters rather than sponsoring 
pension plans, but that is certainly the di
rection in which Congress is pushing them. 

Thank you for your attention to this 
matter. 

With best personal regards, 
Sincerely, 

CHARLES P. SACHER.e 

AN EXPLANATION OF THE FED
ERAL SUPPLEMENTAL COM
PENSATION ACT AMENDMENTS 
OF 1983 

HON. CARROLL A. CAMPBELL, JR. 
OF SOUTH CAROLINA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, September 27, 1983 
e Mr. CAMPBELL. Mr. Speaker, the 
Federal Supplemental Compensation 
Act Amendments of 1983 would 
modify and extend the current Feder
al supplemental compensation pro
gram for the long-term unemployed. 
The bill would: 

Extend the program for 18 months; 
and 

Provide for a three-tier schedule of 
benefits. 

SECTION 101.-This section extends the ex
piration date of the Federal supplemental 
compensation program for 18 months, 
through March 31, 1985. 

SECTION 102.-This section amends the 
Federal Supplemental Compensation Act to 
provide for a three-tier schedule of benefits: 
10 weeks in a 5-percent period; 8 weeks in a 
4-percent period; and 6 weeks in a low-un
employment period. This is a simplification 
of the four-tiered system that remains in 
effect through September 30, 1983. 

SECTION 103. Subsection (a) provides that 
the amendments to the Federal Supplemen
tal Compensation Act are effective for 
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weeks beginning after September 30, 1983, 
when the present program would terminate 
but for the extension provided for in this 
bill. 

Subsection <b> provides that the Secretary 
of Labor shall propose to each State which 
has an agreement in effect under the Feder
al Supplemental Compensation Act of 1982, 
a modification of the agreement to provide 
for payment of benefits under the act as 
amended by this bill. After such modifica
tion is proposed, a State will have 3 weeks to 
agree to the modified agreement, and if the 
State fails or refuses to enter into a modi
fied agreement, the Secretary of Labor is re
quired to terminate the agreement with the 
State effective with the end of the last week 
which ends on or before such 3-week period. 

BUDGET ESTIMATE 
Outlays for benefits and administration: 

Fiscal year 1984-$2.2 billion; fiscal year 
1985-$1.1 billion; 18-month total-$3.3 bil
lion.e 

THE NEW FEDERALISM 

HON. RICHARD L. O'ITINGER 
OF NEW YORK 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, September 27, 1983 
e Mr. OTTINGER. Mr. Speaker, the 
administration's New Federalism pro
posal represents a major shift in na
tional priorities and resource alloca
tion that is troubling on many differ
ent fronts. 

While this plan has not been suc
cessful to date, it will not disappear as 
long as conservative programs and ide
ology dominate the national scene. 

I would like to share with my col
leagues the conclusion of a paper on 
New Federalism written by my son 
Larry while he was a student at the 
University of California at Berkeley. 

NEW FEDERALISM 

Seen in its larger context, the Reagan ad
ministration's "New Federalism" appears to 
be part of a conservative trend dating back 
to the Nixon administration to cut back on 
federal welfare responsibilities and perhaps 
dismantle the welfare state. This includes 
attacks upon the role of the federal govern
ment in providing uniform minimum stand
ards for basic human needs, for public infra
structure, and for other "public goods" such 
as environmental quality and occupational 
safety. 

Under the guise of decentralizing political 
power and promoting state and local auton
omy, the "New Federalism" would abrogate 
federal responsibilities to human welfare 
and public infrastructure needs. The pro
posal ignores the criteria and concerns that 
have led to the historical development of 
the national agenda and federal role in do
mestic concerns. In particular, federal funds 
and political initiative are crucial to main
taining spillover and redistributive services 
as well as to ensuring uniformity in provi
sion of public service. As a result, the "New 
Federalism" would likely lead to a signifi
cant reduction in basic public services in 
many states and localities, especially those 
services for low income and disadvantaged 
persons. Current regional, interstate, and 
intrastate disparities in provision of public 
services would be exacerbated. 
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As part of the Reagan administration's 

broader economic program and ideology, the 
"New Federalism" aims at shifting national 
resources from social programs to military 
programs, from the poor to the rich, and 
from the public sector generally to the pri
vate sector. 

By eliminating federal aid for many do
mestic programs, the "New Federalism" 
would free up national enery and revenues 
for increases in military spending. 

The "New Federalism" would contribute 
to a shift of national resources from poor to 
rich by eliminating federal aid for most pov
erty programs. Meanwhile, the administra
tion's current tax reductions send national 
revenues mainly to wealthy individuals and 
large corporations. 

The "New Federalism" would contribute 
to a general shift of national resources from 
the public sector to the private sector. It 
would eliminate billions of dollars of federal 
aid for domestic public services that could 
not or would not be restored by many states 
and localities. In addition, by shifting excise 
taxes on the tobacco, alcohol, telephone, 
and oil industries from the federal to state 
level, industries would almost certainly pay 
less taxes. Meanwhile, the current tax 
breaks to wealthy individuals and large cor
porations distribute national resources to 
the private sector. The administration's re
duction of regulations on industry also shift 
national resources from the public to pri
vate sector. 

These shifts in national priorities and re
source allocations are troubling on many 
different fronts. The appallingly poor qual
ity of public services is reaching crisis pro
portions in many areas; air, water and land 
pollution, decaying urban areas, declining 
education, increasing poverty, and deterio
rating infrastructure demand attention and 
federal involvement. Meanwhile, the esca
lating arms race threatens the survival of 
the whole planet. 

The shift of resources from the poor to 
the rich and from the public sector to the 
private sector are ultimately defended as 
part of the supply side economic theory in 
which increased private investment and pro
ductivity would bring prosperity to all. In 
order to remove the foundations for these 
shifts and the "New Federalism", supply
side economics must be given the public dis
crediting it deserves and a comprehense eco
nomic plan must be developed to replace it 
that will address real concerns for decen
tralized economic power and local auton
omy. 

Briefly, the main assumption behind 
supply-side economics that justifies shifting 
resources to the private sector is that busi
ness has a capital shortage which is prevent
ing it from investing in domestic productivi
ty. All the evidence suggests that U.S. cor
porations have had, on the whole, no short
age of capital and no trouble investing and 
making profits in foreign markets, real 
estate, short-term financial markets, and 
mergers. 1 The problem is that they have not 
been investing in domestic technology, 
structures, and jobs. Instead of abdicating 
its role as concerns industry, the federal 
government needs to create incentives for 
productive investments and disincentives for 
non-productive investments, such as lower-

' See Frances Fox Piven and Richard H. Cloward, 
"The New Class War: Reagan's Attack on the Wel
fare State and Its Consequences" <N.Y.: Pantheon 
Books, 1982> pp. 11-13. 
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ing interest rates for the former and raising 
them for the latter. 

The "New Federalism" has not been suc
cessful to date and will probably not reach a 
vote in Congress by 1984 even in a modified 
form. Because it is embedded in the admin
istration's broader economic program and 
ideology, however, it will not disappear as 
long as conservative program and ideology 
dominate the national scene. Future per
haps successful attempts will be made to 
eliminate federal responsibility for human 
welfare and public infrastructure needs 
under the pretense of decentralizing politi
cal power and promoting local autonomy.e 

CAPT. CHARLES EDWARD BIELE, 
SR. 

HON. ROBIN TALLON 
OF SOUTH CAROLINA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, September 27, 1983 
e Mr. TALLON. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
today to pay tribute to a fine citizen of 
my district who passed away on Sep
tember 19. 

Charles E. Biele, Sr., age 78, a re
tired Navy captain, was residing in 
Myrtle Beach at the time of his death. 
He served in the Navy for 31 years as a 
naval communications expert includ
ing World War II and the Korean con
flict. Before the war, he served aboard 
destroyers and battleships. He was the 
district communications officer in the 
Panama Canal Zone at the beginning 
of World War II and served in the 
same capacity in Guam during the 
Korean conflict. He concluded his 
career at the National Security 
Agency. 

At age 19, Captain Biele was a radio 
operator aboard the SS Tredenick, a 
British merchant ship which spent 6 
months in the South Seas. He was the 
first American on Rabaul and the only 
American to take part in the first two
way radio contact between Australia 
and the United States and again from 
New Zealand to the United States. 

Captain Biele was an active radio 
amateur for over 64 years and be
longed to almost every amateur radio 
organization. In 1982, he was nominat
ed to the Amateur Radio Hall of Fame 
and was runner up to BARRY GoLD
WATER who won. In 1963, the Palmetto 
chapter of the Quarter Century Wire
less Association awarded him a plaque 
for his outstanding contributions to 
amateur radio. The following month 
the International Quarter Century 
Wireless Association presented him 
with a scroll honoring him for his 
achievements and outstanding contri
butions to amateur radio. 

Captain Biele belonged to the Amer
ican Legion, the Veterans of Foreign 
Wars, Retired Officers Association, 
the American Forces Communications 
and Electronics Association, the Insti
tute of Electrical and Electronics Engi
neers, the American Radio Relay 
League, the Veterans Wireless Associa-
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tion and, the Myrtle Beach Amateur 
Radio Club. 

Captain Biele served his country and 
community throughout his life. He 
will be deeply missed by all those who 
knewhim.e 

MAYOR EDGAR ENOCH: A 
LIFETIME OF SERVICE 

HON. RONNIE G. FUPPO 
OF ALABAMA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, September 27, 1983 
• Mr. FLIPPO. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
today to pay tribute to one of the most 
outstanding and dedicated public serv
ants in the history of Alabama. 

The Honorable Edgar Starnes Enoch 
will retire October 1 from his duties as 
mayor of Sheffield, Ala., ending an il
lustrious career of 42 years of service, 
including 35 years as city clerk and 
treasurer, and 7 years as mayor. 

It is hard to imagine a city of Shef
field without Edgar Enoch. 

Born in Stephenson, Ala., in 1908, he 
moved to Sheffield in 1918 and was 
educated in the public schools of Shef
field. He later earned a B.S. degree 
from what was then Florence Normal 
School-now the University of North 
Alabama. He also studied at Peabody 
College and Vanderbilt University in 
preparation for a teaching career. 

He taught school in Colbert and 
Lawrence Counties, and served as prin
cipal of Howell-Graves School. 

On October 7, 1941, he was appoint
ed city clerk and treasurer of Shef
field, but served only a short time 
before entering the U.S. Army in the 
midst of World War II. He distin
guished himself with service in the 
34th Infantry Division at Anzio and 
many other places that are now 
famous in military history. 

Following the end of World War II, 
he returned to Sheffield and resumed 
his duties as city clerk. 

He served with distinction in that ca
pacity under eight different mayors, 
including Lynn Manning, Hoyte 
Greer, J. K. Johnson, Leonard Beard, 
Paul Saywell, Lewis Timberlake, B. F. 
<Buddy) Walden, and F. E. <Buddy) 
Draper. 

His first retirement came in June of 
1976, when he stepped down from the 
office of city clerk. But the call of 
public service was too great for this 
fine gentleman, and he was elected 
mayor of Sheffield that same year. 

John Watkins, long-time executive 
director of the Alabama League of Mu
nicipalities, said Mayor Enoch had one 
of the longest tenures of any public of
ficial in Alabama. "He has given his 
life to public service, and he is the 
most unselfish man I have ever met. I 
never knew him to fail to answer any 
call for help. He is a terrific, fine 
man," Watkins said. 
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Former Mayor Lewis Timberlake, 

who is himself a distinguished public 
servant, said, "I don't know anyone 
who has been more dedicated to Shef
field than Edgar Enoch. We are cer
tainly going to miss him." 

To show you the kind of man Edgar 
Enoch is, when he attended his last 
city commission meeting, with tears in 
his eyes, he thanked everyone "for 
putting up with me for so long." 

Perhaps the greatest tribute to the 
efficiency and effectiveness of Mayor 
Enoch's work is that he leaves Shef
field with a surplus of $414,109. 
During his last year, he increased the 
surplus by some $240,000. In these 
times of tight budgets and inflation, I 
find that absolutely incredible. 

Edgar Enoch did not stop working 
when he went home from city hall. He 
was the song leader and teacher of the 
men's bible class at Sheffield First 
United Methodist Church, as well as 
an active member of the Sheffield 
Kiwanis Club for the same period that 
he served the city so well. 

The spouses of public servants also 
make valuable contributions. I there
fore want to pay tribute to Sheffield's 
First Lady, Mrs. Louise McFarland 
Enoch. She came to Sheffield as a 
young TVA employee and is still work
ing as a legal secretary. I want to pub
licly thank Mrs. Enoch for all she has 
meant to Sheffield. 

Words are not adequate to express 
my appreciation and admiration for 
the contributions of Mayor Enoch. As 
we pause to wish him good luck, good 
health, and God speed, we are deeply 
grateful for his matchless service and 
gladdened that this second retirement 
probably will not last either, even at 
age 75. 

Knowing Edgar Enoch, if there is 
work to be done, he will be a willing 
worker.e 

IN HONOR OF MARYLAND 
STATE COMPTROLLER LOUIS 
GOLDSTEIN 

HON. BEVERLY B. BYRON 
OF MARYLAND 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, September 27, 1983 
• Mrs. BYRON. Mr. Speaker, there is 
a lot to say about Louis Goldstein, and 
as we well know, Louis Goldstein usu
ally has a lot to say. We are honoring 
him for 45 years of distinguished serv
ice, although I would like to note that 
he has had trouble finding anyone to 
hire him besides the State of Mary
land. Also, it is commonly known that 
Louis was the subject of the first 
human cloning operation, and this is 
how he manages to attend political 
functions in Hagerstown, Annapolis, 
Baltimore, and Salisbury at the same 
time. I may one day attend a political 
function when Louis is not present, 
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but I do not know where in the world 
it would be. I expected to see him at 
the South Pole, but was told that I 
had just missed him. 

It has been my privilege to know and 
work with Louis Goldstein for many, 
many years, and the State of Mary
land is extremely fortunate to have 
had a man of his energy, integrity, and 
caliber in its service for so long. I look 
forward to his next 45 years as the 
great comptroller of the great State of 
Maryland.e 

UNESCO-A FORUM FOR EDUCA-
TION OR ANTI-AMERICAN 
PROPAGANDA? 

HON. GERALD B. H. SOLOMON 
OF NEW YORK 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, September 27, 1983 
e Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, as the 
Congress weighs the proper level of 
American taxpayer support for the 
United Nations, it is important for all 
of us to reflect on what this body has 
become under the influence of Soviet 
surrogates from the Third World. U.N. 
headquarters in New York seems of
tentimes to house a vocal group of 
anti-American extremists who alter
nately insult our country and interfere 
with our foreign policy. Why even 
UNESCO, the seemingly nonpolitical 
educational and cultural arm of the 
United Nations is not all it seems, but 
is rather a front for intensive Soviet 
propaganda and espionage, as reported 
in the August 27 issue of the British 
Economist. 

The Economist article follows: 
[From the Economist, Aug. 27, 19831 

EVEN WORSE AT UNESCO 

The worms in the Unesco can are wrig
gling out, and the Americans are fed up 
with paying to keep them in. Especially as 
the chief occupation of many people at 
Unesco nowadays seems to be to nag the 
United States and the west in favour of the 
radicals of Asia, Africa and the Soviet block. 

Many of the Americans and west Eu
ropeans on the staff of the Paris headquar
ters of Unesco are liberals loth to agree with 
the Reaganites on anything. But now they 
do. Their morale is low, trampled by a mix
ture of nepotism, maladministration, re
verse racism, and an apparently incorrigible 
tilt towards the hardliners of the third 
world. The Soviet Union is smiling. A lot of 
Unesco schemes are worthy but the organi
sation's purported aim-to further educa
tion, science and culture-is increasingly 
hidden behind a smokescreen of political 
rhetoric and propaganda. 

The American government and seven 
other rich western countries pay for nearly 
two thirds of the Unesco budget <a lot of 
which is gobbled up by the organisation's 
lavish Paris offices). The proposed budget 
for 1984 and 1985 is a sturdy $433m. But the 
vote on budgetary and other matters is 
democratic, with each of the 160 members 
carrying equal weight. So the eight rich 
grumblers are bound to be outgunned. Their 
only sanction is to withdraw from Unesco. 
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The bad blood is not just between the 

west and the rest. The most notable recent 
fall guys do not, in Unesco-speak, qualify as 
"imperialist". The first top-level casualty 
was a Mexican, Mr. Rodolfo Stavenhagen, 
who became head of Unesco's social sciences 
division in 1979 with a high professional 
reputation. Two years later he left because 
of what he called "the atmosphere of dis
trust, denunciation and a sort of bureau
cratic terrorism which has led to total intel
lectual suffocation". 

He was replaced by a lady from Zaire 
whose rewriting of programmes led to the 
resignation this year of the respected Swiss 
head of the division for human rights and 
peace, Mr. Pierre de Senarclens. A recent 
poll of staff members showed that only 3% 
of them thought Unesco was recruiting 
high-quality people and deciding promo
tions on the basis of professional efficiency. 

The latest casualty is another Unesco stal
wart, Mr. Dragoljum Najman of Jugoslavia, 
who is considered to have been largely re
sponsible for the elevation of a Senegalese, 
Mr. Amadou-Mahthar M'Bow, to be direc
tor-general of the organisation in 1974. 
Their differences came to the surface in 
June when the Jugoslav returned from a 
year at Harvard to discover that he had 
been demoted from his assistant director
generalship. 

These differences are symbolic as well as 
personal. Mr. Najman objects to the "regali
ty" of Mr. M'Bow's rule at the Paris palace. 
But the two also stand for different tradi
tions. Mr. Najman is an experienced inter
national civil servant and competent schol
ar, inspired by the fierce non-alignment ad
vocated by Nehru and Tito. Mr. M'Bow and 
his friends have supplanted such members 
of the Unesco old guard with placemen, 
many of them left-wing Africans, radical 
Arabs or overt pro-Russians. 

The professionals say that worthwhile 
projects are being turned from genuine edu
cation into propaganda, often by incompe
tent managers chosen for their political or 
national connections. The bloated bureauc
racy of Unesco has long been a Parisian 
joke. The number of assistant directors-gen
eral has swollen from five to 13. 

It is partly by default that the western 
governments on Unesco's executive board 
have allowed this to happen. In the Carter 
era and before, American administrations 
seemed to prefer a quiet life to challenging 
Mr.M'Bow. 

Now even the most devoted liberals are 
glad that Mr. Reagan is taking a tougher 
line, not just by pulling apart the more 
waffly programme proposals and· opposing 
the campaign for "new world information 
order" but also by scrutinising the budget, 
which the Americans say should have zero 
growth. They reckon that the latest draft 
provides for a real increase of 37%. The 
state department is now reviewing American 
membership. 

The biggest grouse, however, is against 
the alleged increase in the politicisation of 
projects. Current Unesco operations in Af
ghanistan, for instance, are said to be virtu
ally Sovietised by the selection of Soviet 
staff members or Soviet sympathisers to run 
them. Three Unesco-employed Soviet spies 
recently expelled from France by the 
French government remain on the payroll 
"on extraordinary leave". The United 
States, in effect, remains their biggest single 
paymaster. The contract of one of them has 
just been extended in absentia.e 
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A TRIBUTE TO WILLIAM 

COOPER, JR. 

HON. CLARENCE D. LONG 
OF MARYLAND 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, September 27, 1983 

• Mr. LONG of Maryland. Mr. Speak
er, I am honored to pay tribute today 
to a devoted public servant and close 
personal friend, William Cooper, Jr., 
who died recently after a 20-year 
battle with cancer. 

Bill served the people of the town of 
Aberdeen in public office for a quarter 
of a century, elected 10 times to the 
town's board of commissioners, includ
ing service as mayor, and once to the 
Harford County Council. He was ex
tremely devoted to the town of Aber
deen, his first love, and its people. He 
wanted to make sure that the taxpay
ers got their money's worth. He had 
the rare combination of a sharp mind 
and commonsense and fought with all 
his heart for what he thought was 
right. There are a lot of smart people 
in politics, but the number of people 
with courage, guts, and integrity are 
very small. Bill Cooper had those qual
ities. He believed in the community, 
and he was a public servant of the best 
sort. His honesty earned him the sup
port of the voters, the respect of his 
colleagues, and the admiration of his 
friends. As strongly as he felt about 
his politics, he never held a grudge. As 
one associate said, "He could have the 
most heated argument with you, and 
then he would turn around and make 
you laugh before you left the room." 

He was extremely devoted to his 
family as well as his town and fought 
his personal battle with cancer with 
the same steadfast courage with which 
he fought his political battles. 
Through it all, he still had more con
cern for others than he had for him
self. As one of his close friends said, 
"When he was hurting so bad, he was 
still trying to help someone else." I 
can think of no higher praise than 
that.e 

SATELLITES SAVE LIVES 

HON.HAROLDL. VO~ER 
OF MISSOURI 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, September 27, 1983 
e Mr. VOLKMER. Mr. Speaker, I 
would like to bring to the attention of 
my colleagues a recent incident which 
dramatically demonstrates the success 
of the U.S. civil space program and the 
extent to which it touches our own in
dividual lives. 

On August 1, two Canadians making 
their way through the Tashka Rapids 
on the Winisk River were tossed from 
their canoe and left stranded in the 
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wilderness below Hudson Bay. Ashore, 
the men activated their emergency lo
cator transmitter, which emits an 
internationally recognized distress 
signal. Five hundred and seventeen 
miles above the Earth, the NOAA-8 
environmental monitoring satellite in 
orbit picked up the signals. The satel
lite picked up the first signal at 11:40 
a.m. EDT, and it received the second 
signal at 1:35 p.m. EDT. 

Canadian rescue forces launched a 
twin-engine Buffalo aircraft to search 
for the pair later in the day. Because 
of the distance involved, the plane did 
not reach the vicinity until slightly 
after midnight on August 3. On the 
search plane's second pass over the 
area, the crew spotted the two ca
noeists, and they dropped a portable 
radio and supplies. A helicopter was 
dispatched to pick up the pair and fly 
them to a hospital in Moosonee, where 
they were treated for minor injuries. 

The satellite which picked up the 
canoeists' distress signal, launched 
from Vandenberg Air Force Base in 
California last March 28, is part of an 
international program known as 
COSP AS/SARSAT -search and rescue 
satellite aided tracking. Other partici
pants in the program include Canada, 
France, and the Soviet Union. The So
viets have two search and rescue 
equipped satellites in orbit. The satel
lites receive distress signals from 
planes and ships and relay them to 
stations on the ground where officials 
detect and locate the accident and dis
patch rescue forces. 

This rescue of the two Canadians 
marks the first time the American sat
ellite has been instrumental in a 
rescue. This rescue was among six 
recent incidents in which 10 lives have 
been saved through the use of these 
satellites. These 10 bring to 58 the 
number of people who have been 
saved since the international program 
in September 1982 made satellite-aided 
rescues possible. 

I am greatly pleased by their 
achievement. It is a tribute to our 
commitment to the peaceful use of 
outer space and also to our continued 
efforts to achieve international par
ticipation and cooperation in space ap
plications.• 

A TRIUMPH FOR THE VOICE OF 
AMERICA 

HON. ROBERT H. MICHEL 
OF ILLINOIS 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, September 27, 1983 
• Mr. MICHEL. Mr. Speaker, when we 
debated the resolution condemning 
the Soviet Union for shooting down 
the Korean airliner, I pointed out that 
one way of hurting the Soviet Union 
would be to make our international 
broadcasting stations-the Voice of 
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America and Radio Free Europe and 
Radio Liberty-the best and most 
technically advanced in the world. 

We have recently had definitive 
proof of the value of the Voice of 
America <VOA). On Saturday, Septem
ber 24, 1983, President Reagan deliv
ered an address carried live on the 
Voice of America and beamed to the 
Soviet Union. We have no way of 
knowing as yet what effect that broad
cast has had, but we do know that the 
Soviet press agency TASS, a govern
ment agency like every other commu
nications institutions in the U.S.S.R., 
has denounced the broadcast. What 
better proof do we need that at least 
some Russian listeners heard the 
broadcast-or, in any event, that the 
Soviet rulers heard it and thought 
enough about it to blast it? Can you 
imagine any American President ever 
taking the time and energy to con
demn a broadcast made over Radio 
Moscow to the United States? The 
rulers in the Kremlin know that even 
if a relative handful of Soviet citizens 
heard that broadcast, the seeds of 
doubt are planted concerning the offi
cials' lies of the Politburo concerning 
the airliner. 

As long as we can send the truth to 
the Soviet Union, the Soviet rulers 
always have to think twice about what 
they say. They spend more on elec
tronically jamming our broadcasts 
than we spend on our entire interna
tional broadcasting operation. The 
Voice of America and Radio Free 
Europe and Radio Liberty are worth 
three divisions of troops-at least. 

At this point, I wish to insert in the 
RECORD, "Soviet Denounces Reagan's 
Address" from the New York Times, 
Monday, September 26, 1983. 

SOVIET DENOUNCES REAGAN'S AnDRESS 

<By Serge Schmemann> 
Moscow, Sept. 25.-The Soviet press 

agency Tass today denounced President 
Reagan's Voice of America broadcast as a 
"fresh demagogic speech" and a "propagan
da performance" designed to camouflage 
the militaristic course of his Administration. 

"President Reagan was trying to assure 
that he wishes a dialogue with the Soviet 
Union," Tass said. "But what is the real 
worth of these hypocritical statements 
when the whole world sees that Washing
ton's present policy is aimed not at a dia
logue, but at a confrontation with the 
U.S.S.R., at aggravating the international 
situation?" 

Western diplomats said that the Tass re
action followed generally predictable lines, 
given the normally strident attacks on 
President Reagan in the Soviet press and 
the fact that Tass has already denounced 
the arms proposals that the President plans 
to announce Monday at the United Nations. 

In his address on Saturday, which was car
ried live by the Voice of America in several 
languages, Mr. Reagan appealed to the 
Soviet people to "please understand" why 
there has been an international outcry over 
the Soviet Union's destruction of a South 
Korean commercial jet Sept. 1 with the loss 
of 269 lives. The President also spoke of his 
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personal commitment to achieving agree
ment on disarmament. 

ATTACK CENTERS ON PRESIDENT 

The President, however, gave no details of 
his new proposals, and Tass accordingly di
rected its attack more at Mr. Reagan than 
at his new offers. 

There was little immediate indication of 
what impact Mr. Reagan's speech may have 
had among Soviet people. The Voice of 
America's Russian-language broadcasts are 
jammed in many areas of the Soviet Union, 
although Russians eager to follow the news 
have learned to tune in after midnight, 
when the signal is strongest. 

There was no advance notice, however, 
that Mr. Reagan was planning to speak, so 
Russians who do not routinely listen prob
ably missed the speech. 

In addition, public discussion of the 
speech was not likely, because those who do 
regularly listen to the station are usually re
luctant to broadcast the fact in public. 

In several instances, Tass claimed to be 
speaking for the Soviet people in attacking 
the speech. Commenting on Mr. Reagan's 
positions on the Geneva negotiations on 
medium-range missiles, for example, Tass 
said "the President hopes in vain that the 
world public is uninformed about the real 
state of things." 

CALCULATION BUILT ON SAND 

"This calculation is particularly clearly 
built on sand as far as the Soviet people are 
concerned," the agency continued. "The 
latter are well informed about the contents 
of both Soviet and American proposals." 

Tass also said that "Soviet people are 
fully and correctly informed about the 
actual circumstances in connection with the 
intrusion of the South Korean plane into 
the U.S.S.R.'s airspace." Tass added: "But 
the Americans have not heard a truthful 
statement from the President." 

Tass said there has not been a "grain of 
truth" in Mr. Reagan's claims that he is 
trying to achieve progress in the Geneva 
talks on medium-range weapons. His only 
goal, Tass said, was to "insure, whatever the 
cost, the deployment of new American 
medium-range missiles in Western Europe." 

NATO plans to deploy 572 new medium
range nuclear missiles in Europe, starting in 
December, unless the Americans and Rus
sians can agree in Geneva. 

Tass said the President had "pretentious
ly" called his address an "appeal to all 
people," and cited the secrecy surrounding 
the broadcast and its broad dissemination as 
evidence that it had been "conceived as a 
propaganda performance on an internation
al scale."e 

SECRETARY WATT IS THE FIRST 
SECRETARY OF INTERIOR TO 
STAND UP FOR HANDICAPPED 
RIGHTS 

HON. DON YOUNG 
OF ALASKA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, September 27, 1983 

• Mr. YOUNG of Alaska. Mr. Speak
er, I find it incredible that the very 
people who are criticizing Secretary 
James Watt for his unfortunate 
remark about the makeup of his coal 
commission are the same people who 
last year fought tooth and nail to con-
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tinue to exclude the handicapped of 
this Nation from our beautiful 80 mil
lion acres of wilderness. 

Last year, with support from the De
partment of the Interior and handi
capped Americans, I introduced an 
amendment to allow motorized access 
by handicapped Americans into wilder
ness areas where roads existed. Mem
bers of the Interior Committee who 
evidently care little or nothing about 
the handicapped fought Secretary 
Watt's and my initiative, claiming that 
the amendment was not proper, and 
that those handicapped and aged 
Americans who "really wanted" to go 
to our wilderness areas would go de
spite their physical handicaps. The 
problem is a significant one that con
tinues to go unaddressed, despite Sec
retary Watt's leadership on the issue. 
It seems that Secretary Watt's critics 
are more interested in what he says 
than what he does. I grew up to look 
at actions, not words. With that in 
mind, I intend to introduce in the very 
near future legislation which I am 
sure will enjoy the administration's 
support to make accessible this Na
tion's wilderness areas for all the 
public, not just the young and 
healthy. I will take names at the time, 
Mr. Speaker, and judge by the actions 
of Mr. Watt's detractors. I have 
learned it does little to pay attention 
to their words. 

Thank you, Mr. Speaker.e 

A KOREAN AMERICAN VIEW OF 
THE KAL INCIDENT 

HON. BOBBI FIEDLER 
OF CALIFORNIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, September 27, 1983 

• Ms. FIEDLER. Mr. Speaker, on 
Friday, September 16, I took part in 
hearings conducted by the Republican 
study committee, to examine the 
causes and implications of the recent 
Soviet action in shooting down a civil
ian passenger plane, KAL flight No. 
007. One of the many distinguished 
witnesses, Dr. Kyo Ryoon Jhin, vice 
chairman of the League of Korean 
Americans, made a very moving state
ment in representation of the Korean
American community in the United 
States. I am reproducing the state
ment below although the written text 
does little justice to his spoken words. 

The longshoremen Mr. Jhin men
tions in his statement are, I might say, 
in my district in California. Read what 
Mr. Jhin had to say. 

Mr. Chairman, members of the committee 
and my distinguished colleagues, on behalf 
of the chairman, William H. S. Lee, of the 
League of Korean Americans and 700,000 
Korean Americans, I appreciate the oppor
tunity to denounce the Soviet Union's 
Korean airline massacre of 269 innocent 
people on August 31, 1983. The League of 
Korean Americans is a nonprofit civic orga-
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nization of Americans of Korean ethnic 
background. We had, of course, many 
friends aboard, and the Soviet atrocity was 
a cruel blow to a major means of communi
cation between our members' native and 
adopted countries. 

In addition to accepting for ourselves the 
sympathy of our friends at our losses, we 
wish to offer to the families and friends of 
Congressman Larry McDonald and 60 other 
Americans who were murdered by the 
Soviet Union, our profound feelings of sym
pathy and our prayers. 

According to the Soviet Foreign Minister, 
they will do it again under similar circum
stances. The Korean airline massacre was a 
violation of human rights of 269 people and 
the world. This proves once again, the 
Soviet system disregards the value of 
human lives. We cannot believe such bar
baric murder took place in this civilized 
world. No, it did not happen in the civilized 
world; it happened under the uncivilized 
Soviet regime. 

According to the Asahi newspaper in 
Tokyo, Japanese military sources said the 
following sequence of words in Russian were 
overheard: 

Airline light is burning. 
Take aim at the target. 
Aim Taken. 
Fire. 
Fired. 
The target is destroyed. 
Is this peace loving? Is this for the broth

erhood of mankind? This is the real evi
dence of the Soviet Union's policy. They are 
clearly not for peace loving and neither for 
the brotherhood of mankind. They are mur
derers. They are for atrocity. Peace-loving 
people around the world must be united to 
condemn the Soviet atrocity. We must do 
everything in our power to prevent future 
Soviet atrocity. We must speak out for free
dom for those who are in the concentration 
camps in the Soviet Union and other Com
munist countries. 

In the name of the 269 innocent people 
who were massacred by the Soviet Union, in 
the name of civilized peace-loving people ev
erywhere in the world, who deplore the 
Soviet massacre, we ask our U.S. Govern
ment to do everything possible to pressure 
the Soviet Union to: 

1. Give a full and detailed account of what 
happened on the Korean Airline 007 on 
August 31, 1983. We demand the truth on 
this matter. 

2. To apologize and compensate for the 
loss of the 269 lives to the families of those 
killed and for the aircraft. 

3. To punish those responsible for the in
humane murderous act against innocent 
passengers. 

4. To provide access to the crash site for 
South Korean and international representa
tives for investigation. 

5. To provide credible guarantees against 
the recurrence of such tragedy. 

We call on the International Court of Jus
tice to fully investigate this barbaric act of 
murder. 

Until the Soviet Union carries out the 
above demands, we call on all men and 
women of good will everywhere to join us in 
our protest and impose an economic and 
trade embargo against the Soviet Union and 
boycott travel to the U.S.S.R. 

We commend the International Federa
tion of Airline Pilot Associations for their 
call for member national associations to ban 
all flight to Moscow for 60 days. We also ap
plaud the Governors who have suspended 
the sale of Vodka in their States. We ex-
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press our sincere appreciation to longshore
men in California who refused to unload the 
cargo from the Soviet freighter. We com
mend a number of governments who can
celed visits by Soviet officials, suspended ex
change programs with the Soviet Union, 
and suspended Aroflot landing rights. 

We need to become "peace-loving solidari
ty" united against the Soviet crime. Thank 
you.e 

THE INTERCOLLEGIATE STUD
IES INSTITUTE CELEBRATES 
ITS 30TH ANNIVERSARY 

HON. PHIUP M. CRANE 
OF ILLINOIS 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, September 27, 1983 
e Mr. PHILIP M. CRANE. Mr. Speak
er, this year the Intercollegiate Stud
ies Institute <ISD celebrates its 30th 
anniversary. I would like to take this 
opportunity to congratulate lSI for its 
many years of devotion to, as its motto 
states, "Educate for Liberty." 

A leader of the conservative intellec
tual movement in America, lSI is dedi
cated to preserving those ideals that 
this Nation was founded upon. Since 
its foundation, lSI has devoted its ef
forts to educating college students to 
the political ideas of the conservative 
cause. We all owe a debt to lSI for pro
moting lively and fruitful political dis
course. 

As a trustee of lSI and as one who 
firmly believes in the purpose of this 
organization, I am especially proud to 
commend lSI for its many years of 
service to the youth of America. I wish 
the Intercollegiate Studies Institute 
continued success in its undertak
ings.• 

CONGRESS SHOULD SUPPORT 
THE IMF LOAN INCREASE 

HON. JOHN F. SEIBERUNG 
OF OHIO 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, September 27, 1983 
e Mr. SEIBERLING. Mr. Speaker, 
after an exhaustive debate, the House 
recently approved legislation to in
crease the U.S. contribution to the 
International Monetary Fund-IMF. 
Like many Members, I have been del
uged with letters and postcards from 
constituents asking why the United 
States should continue to support the 
IMF. 

Writing in the Washington Post of 
September 21, Robert D. Hormats, 
president of the investment banking 
firm Goldman, Sachs, & Co., and a 
senior economic official to the last 
four administrations, makes the case 
for U.S. support for the IMF abun
dantly clear. As Mr. Hormats notes, 
from 1975 to 1981, U.S. export of 
goods and services to Third World 
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countries increased from $40 to $100 
billion, creating nearly 1.5 million new 
jobs in the U.S. 

Because of the worldwide recession, 
many of the heavily indebted develop
ing nations_ have had to implement 
austerity policies to reduce their debt. 
This is particularly true of Latin 
America. As a result of declining Latin 
American growth and imports, more 
than 300,000 U.S. jobs have been lost. 
Without increased IMF loans, the 
growth rate of Latin American and 
other countries will be slowed even 
further, resulting in the loss of still 
more American jobs. 

Just as important is the political 
cost we would pay if we withheld 
funds from the IMF. As Mr. Hormats 
indicates, the United States, "the same 
country that spends so much to 
counter threats to stability in Central 
America, Africa, and the Middle East 
must see the lack of wisdom in failure 
to provide the relatively small sums 
needed to avoid the conditions that 
breed instability in this hemisphere 
and elsewhere in the world.'' 

In sum, Mr. Speaker, the IMF bill is 
not only sensible foreign policy, it is a 
jobs bill for American workers. It will 
create jobs in this country. As Mr. 
Hormats concludes, "if we are serious 
about recovery in the United States 
and reducing unemployment, then we 
surely cannot fail to support programs 
to resolve the debt problem, for to do 
so would jeopardize markets in devel
oping countries that take a larger per
centage of our exports than Europe 
and Japan combined." 

The full text of Mr. Hormats' article 
follows: 
[From the Washington Post, Sept. 21, 19831 

THE IMF BILL Is REALLY A JoBs BILL 
<By Robert D. Hormats> 

Congress has before it a particularly im
portant jobs bill: legislation to increase the 
resources of the International Monetary 
Fund. Its fate will significantly affect that 
of hundreds of thousands of American 
workers whose jobs depend on exports to de
veloping nations. In fact, because roughly 4 
percent of U.S. GNP depends on Third 
World markets, this legislation, and addi
tional support for the World Bank, must be 
part of any serious strategy for sustained 
U.S. recovery. 

There is a curious paradox today in Wash
ington. On one hand, strong concerns are 
raised about problems caused or made worse 
by high developing-country debt: political 
unrest abroad, particularly in South Amer
ica, and large U.S. trade deficits, with the 
attendant loss of American jobs. On the 
other hand, there is strong resistance in 
many quarters to providing adequate re
sources to the very institutions responsbile 
for facilitating a smooth resolution of the 
debt problem-the IMF and World Bank. 

So far developing-country debt has not led 
to the financial crisis many feared. Nor, 
however, is it close to being resolved. Most 
high-debt countries continue to recognize 
the need to reduce the gap between debt 
and their ability to service it and to over
come structural problems that weaken eco
nomic competitiveness. But high world in-
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terest rates, slow recovery in many industri
alized countries, trade barriers and commod
ity subsidies that impede developing-coun
try exports, and the cost and scarcity of new 
loans are placing a heavy burden on these 
countries. 

Factories in a number of high-debt devel
oping countries are already beginning to fall 
into disuse and disrepair because of the lack 
of funds to import necessary spare parts and 
raw materials. Budget restraints force cuts 
in health, nutrition and education pro
grams; this hurts people already suffering 
from depressed economic growth and high 
unemployment. And investment in new pro
ductive capacity is being postponed. 

These factors are generating intense social 
and political pressures. Most developing na
tions have high rates of population growth, 
no unemployment benefits and only recent
ly established political systems. Long peri
ods of economic decline, high unemploy
ment and cuts in social programs cause 
severe hardship. The potential for instabil
ity is enormous. Even relatively localized 
dissidents, whose objectives are primarily 
political or parochial, can magnify their in
fluence by playing on economic discontent. 
Such discontent has surely strengthened 
the forces that are causing the U.S. concern 
in Central America. It would be consider
ably more alarming if economic problems 
encouraged, and strengthened support for, 
extremists of the right and left in the larger 
countries of the hemisphere. 

But the economic plight of developing 
countries does not affect their citizens 
alone. From 1975 to 1981, U.S. exports of 
goods and services to Third World countries 
increased from $40 billion to almost $100 
billion--creating approximately 1.5 million 
new jobs in this country. Altogether in 1981 
nearly 2.5 million American jobs depended 
on exports to developing areas. 

As developing nations have pursued aus
terity policies to reduce debt, their imports 
have fallen dramatically. This is particular
ly true for Latin America-the largest devel
oping-area market for U.S. products and the 
region with the largest debt burden. In 1982 
exports to Argentina fell by roughly 40 per
cent, to Mexico and Chile by about 35 per
cent, to Brazil by 10 percent. 1983 has seen 
a further fall. More than 300,000 U.S. jobs 
have been lost as a result of declines in 
Latin American growth and imports. This 
has had a particularly adverse effect on U.S. 
firms that produce capital goods <e.g., trac
tors and machinery> and industrial supplies 
<e.g. metals and chemicals) and on American 
farmers. 

Next week's annual meeting of the IMF 
and World Bank will need to address the 
debt situation with a sense of urgency. De
clines in growth by causing a trade surplus, 
improve the ability of countries to service 
their debt but reduce public support for 
doing so. Most developing countries seem 
prepared to accept austerity and net out
flows of capital for a limited time in order 
to repay at least a portion of their debt. 
They bear such costs in part to maintain 
access to foreign private and government
supported financing, in part to avoid the 
trade disruptions that would follow debt re
pudiation, and in part because they expect 
that after a reasonable time austerity can 
be eased and capital inflows will resume. 

But if heavily indebted countries suffer 
prolonged net capital outflows, if their 
access to foreign markets and borrowing 
from commercial banks and government in
stitutions is frustrated, and if their econo
mies continue to decline, the debt issue will 
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become increasingly politicized within and 
among them. Pressures will grow for unilat
eral <as opposed to negotiated> measures, in
cluding various types of moratoriums. 

Healthy world recovery would, of course, 
considerably improve the outlook. But this 
cannot be counted on. And even a relatively 
strong recovery would not eliminate certain 
structrual problems. Moreover, resolution of 
the debt problem itself will be an important 
component in ensuring sustained recovery 
in the industrialized countries. Therefore a 
focused set of measures to address the debt 
issue specifically is needed. 

The IMF and World Bank must be given 
increased resources if they are to help facili
tate resolution of the debt problem without 
political instability or sharp reductions in 
growth. An increase in their funds is not, of 
course, the whole answer. But, if effectively 
utilized, such increases can help ease the 
debt burden and in so doing create the in
centives to encourage: a> continuation of ad
justment efforts and repayment of debt; b) 
prudent increases in commercial bank lend
ing; and c) willingness to reconcile differ
ences through negotiation between borrow
ers and lenders. 

The most urgent requirement is passage 
of legislation, without inappropriate encum
brances, to provide the U.S. share of recent
ly agreed increases in IMF quotas and in the 
General Arrangements to Borrow <an IMF 
"backup fund"). Unless the IMF has addi
tional resources it will be unable to meet 
new requirements to support adjustment 
measures. High-debt countries unable to 
obtain IMF support will suffer a further 
sharp reduction in growth. New commercial 
bank lending will decline. Political stability 
will suffer a serious blow as will American 
trade. 

In a very real sense, in addition to being 
important to avoid unrest in this hemi
sphere, this is a " jobs bill"-which will im
prove export prospects for U.S. industries 
still suffering from high unemployment. An 
increase in IMF Special Drawing Rights to 
bolster depleted foreign exchange reserves 
would also add a margin for growth and 
trade. And, toward these same ends, indus
trialized countries should agree to facilitate 
IMF borrowing in their markets in the 
event that becomes necessary to augment 
its liquidity. 

Additional development assistance 
through the World Bank-and more co-fi
nancing between it and commercial banks
is needed to help high-debt countries to 
strengthen the productive sectors of their 
economies, reorient production away from 
import substitution, and improve opportuni
ties for private investment. World Bank 
funds are also critically needed to address 
social and human needs. 

The World Bank also should be permitted 
to accelerate lending for spare parts, indus
trial supplies and new equipment to over
come stagnation in key sectors. And it 
should be encouraged to develop new ar
rangements-perhaps even a new facility
that permits it to guarantee a portion of 
new commercial bank loans to supplement 
World Bank lending. Finally, and of great
est importance to the poorest nations, it is 
vital that there be a large replenishment of 
the International Development Association, 
the World Bank's soft loan window. These 
funds are vital to the low-income peoples of 
Africa and South Asia, and also free up 
somewhat higher cost funds for the West
em Hemisphere. 

While Congress and the administration 
must clearly make budgetary trade-offs, and 
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the choices are particularly hard in light of 
pressures to cut the budget deficit-which 
in my judgment is the key to sustained U.S. 
and world recovery-it would be wrong to 
believe that funds could be withheld from 
the IMF or World Bank without a major 
cost to the United States. The same country 
that spends so much to counter threats to 
stability in Central America, Africa and the 
Middle East must see the lack of wisdom in 
failure to provide the relatively small sums 
needed to avoid the conditions that breed 
instability in this hemisphere and elsewhere 
in the world. And, if we are serious about re
covery in the United States and reducing 
unemployment, then we surely cannot fail 
to support programs to resolve the debt 
problem, for to do so would jeopardize mar
kets in developing countries that take a 
larger percentage of our exports than 
Europe and Japan combined.e 

RATE OF POPULATION GROWTH 
STILL RISING 

HON. GEORGE E. BROWN, JR. 
OF CALIFORNIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, September 27, 1983 

e Mr. BROWN of California. Mr. 
Speaker, I would like to bring to the 
attention of my colleagues a recent ar
ticle which appeared in the Baltimore 
Sun concerning the problems of global 
overpopulation. This is a problem 
which we all have been alerted to 
through study after study. Recently, 
the Census Bureau announced that 
last year, the world experienced its 
largest 12-month period of population 
growth in recorded history. 

Runaway population growth is a 
problem we can no longer afford to 
ignore. As we have witnessed in so 
many countries, overcrowding and the 
resulting competition for resources 
can result in poor maternal and child 
health, increased hunger, economic de
cline, overuse and destruction of natu
ral resources, reduced purchasing 
power of foreign countries for Ameri
can goods, political unrest and in
creased migration to the United 
States. 

I firmly believe that the path to re
ducing the internal strife many coun
tries are currently experiencing and 
the resulting international repercus
sions, begins with reducing their eco
nomic hardships and impoverished 
living conditions. Without a conscious 
focus on curbing the high rate of pop
ulation growth, this goal cannot be ob
tained. 

The following article was written by 
Werner Fornos, president of the Popu
lation Institute and the Population 
Action Council, the largest private 
grassroots organization dedicated to 
increasing public awareness of the 
world's constantly growing population 
and maintaining the balance of popu
lation with the Earth's resources. 
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[From the Baltimore Sun, Sept. 8, 19831 

Too MANY PEOPLE 
<By Werner Fornos> 

WASHINGTON.-The Census Bureau re
leased figures last week showing that 
through mid-June the world experienced its 
largest 12-month period of population 
growth in history-an increase of 82 million. 

Even more disturbing is the insidious ad
junct: of the 24 most populous countries, a 
dozen are projected, by the authoritative 
Population Reference Bureau, to double 
their population within 35 years. 

The list included Bangladesh, Pakistan, 
Nigeria, Egypt, Iran and Vietnam-each ex
pected to have twice its current number of 
people within 25 years or less-as well as 
India, Brazil, Mexico, the Philippines, 
Turkey and Burma. The combined popula
tion of these 12 countries is more than 1.4 
billion. If the projections hold up, within 35 
years their cumulative population will be 
nearly 3 billion-a size equal to all the 
people in the world in 1960. 

Most of these countries already have 
severe problems in feeding, educating and 
employing their present populations. The 
prospect of providing even basic services to 
double the number of people they are pres
ently struggling to accommodate, within the 
next 25 to 35 years, is a Malthusian night
mare. While there may be academic argu
ments as to whether or not overpopulation 
is the root cause of abject poverty and 
human misery, there can be no question 
that rampant population growth exacer
bates these conditions. 

Virtually all of these 12 countries, recog
nizing that their demographic growth vastly 
reduces, or totally eliminates, their develop
ment gains, have instituted policies and pro
grams aimed at stabilizing the populations. 
But the poorer countries simply cannot suc
ceed in this formidable task unless there is 
substantial assistance from external 
sources. 

The World Fertility Survey provides con
vincing evidence that such assistance is 
wanted as well as needed by as many as 400 
million couples in the developing world. De
mographers have projected that if 50 per
cent of these couples can be provided with 
family planning information, education and 
services by 1990, world population will stabi
lize eventually at 8 billion rather than at 10 
billion or more. 

The United States has been the leader in 
providing population assistance and family 
planning services to the developing world 
over the past 20 years and currently budgets 
$211 million for this purpose. When Con
gress reconvenes next month, it will consid
er the annual foreign aid bill containing the 
funding for international population assist
ance. That figure must be substantially in
creased if the aspirations for a better qual
ity of life for millions of people in the devel
oping world-where 92 percent of the 
world's population growth is anticipated to 
occur between now and the end of the cen
tury-are to be realized.e 

LOUIS L. GOLDSTEIN 

HON. CLARENCE D. LONG 
OF MARYLAND 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, September 27, 1983 
• Mr. LONG of Maryland. Mr. Speak
er, I am honored today to pay tribute 
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to one of Maryland's greatest public 
servants, Louis L. Goldstein. 

This man has been serving Maryland 
with an outstanding commitment to 
excellence and a sincere dedication to 
people for 45 years. He embodies the 
very best that Maryland has to offer, 
from his warm personality to his keen 
mind to his incomparable native 
accent. 

For the past 25 years, he has com
bined sound financial management 
with sensitivity to human needs in his 
role as State comptroller. Before that, 
he served for 16 years in Maryland's 
Legislature, including 4 years as senate 
majority leader and 4 years as presi
dent of the senate. He interrupted his 
legislative career to enlist in the 
Marine Corps in World War II, risking 
his life in the service of his country. 

I could bore my colleagues with 
praise of Louis Goldstein's countless 
professional contributions. Most men 
would not have had time for anything 
else. However, Louis Goldstein has 
made numerous contributions to the 
community outside of his political 
career. He is a charter member of his 
county's Lions Club and volunteer fire 
department. He is an active member 
and board member of charitable, edu
cational, conservationist, and veterans 
organizations. 

Most remarkably of all, Louis Gold
stein has maintained the same stand
ard of excellence in all of his activities. 
This has been recognized by groups of 
all kinds from all corners of the State: 
business groups as well as labor; chari
table as well as professional; educa
tional, conservationist, veteran, and 
cultural groups alike. 

Of course, anyone could say these 
things just by reading his biography. 
Louis' most impressive qualities can 
only be experienced in person. Wher
ever I go in my district, and I go to ev
erything, Louis Goldstein is also there, 
with the same twinkle in his eye, the 
same sparkle in his smile, and the 
same fire in his heart, never fatigued 
and withheld from no one.e 

U.S. LATIN POLICY 

HON. ROBERT J. LAGOMARSINO 
OF CALIFORNIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, September 27, 1983 

e Mr. LAGOMARSINO. Mr. Speaker, 
an interesting commentary in the New 
York Times September 1 by Mort 
Zuckerman presents a thoughtful 
analysis of U.S. policy in Central 
America. It describes the interrelation
ship of the U.S. approach toward seek
ing economic and social change, demo
cratic reform, regional negotiations, 
and military security. The commen
tary gives an objective appraisal of the 
role of U.S. military support in the 
region, and I hope my colleagues will 
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review carefully Mr. Zuckerman's com
ments. 

ON U.S. LATIN POLICY 

<By Mortimer B. Zuckerman> 
Because of enormous public confusion 

over the United States' involvement in Cen
tral America, I recently visited the region 
with a delegation of Congressmen to see it 
first-hand. I went holding political views of 
El Salvador and Nicaragua shared by many 
liberals and centrists in our nation. I re
turned impressed with the effectiveness of 
United States policy and convinced that we 
need to be involved. 

I had thought that in El Salvador we were 
engaged in wrong-headed and dangerous 
military action on behalf of a repressive 
Government, and that Washington had 
failed to address economic and political 
grievances built up after decades of injus
tice. I went with the impression that the 
guerrillas seemed to have won popular sup
port for their efforts to revolutionize the 
political system. My instinct was that this 
was only an internal struggle, not an East
West competition, and that once again we 
were backing the wrong side for the wrong 
reason. 

But I returned home with the sense that 
United States military support was critical 
for physical security in the countryside, 
which, in tum, is necessary to guarantee or
dinary Salvadorans' ability to make free 
choices. I also concluded that our military 
support is essential if we are to persuade the 
Salvadoran Government to democratize the 
political process and implement a program 
of agrarian reform and economic develop
ment. The guerrillas seem to have no larger 
a popular base than the Government does: 
Both sides command support with guns. 

In Nicaragua, the Sandinista revolution 
carried the hope for a better and freer life 
after the feudal tyranny of the United 
States-supported Somoza regime. Yet what 
I found was a Government busily consoli
dating a left-wing totalitarian state internal
ly, and aggressively involved in attempting 
to overthrow its neighbors. It is the pres
snre of the United States-backed threat of a 
military confrontation that has produced 
the Sandinistas' first clear willingness to ne
gotiate a genuine agreement not to destabi
lize their neighbors. 

In El Salvador, the masses have not been 
angered to the point of large-scale popular 
uprisings like those in Nicaragua or Cuba. 
No popular revolt accompanied the guerril
las' "final" offensive in 1980-81, and last 
year's election showed that at least two
thirds of the people objected to being "liber
ated" by the revolutionary left. The guerril
las do not appear to have widespread popu
lar support. In this situation, a military so
lution to control an insurgency is feasible. 

To this end, the United States is training 
and equipping the Salvadoran Army for in
fantry and small-unit tactics and keeping 
the soldiers in the field to engage, harass 
and exhaust the guerrillas. We will have 
trained about 50 percent of the officers and 
noncommissioned officers by the end of 
1983 in an effort to substitute effective 
combat leaders for those appointed for po
litical loyalty. As a result, the Army has im
proved its morale and field performance and 
engaged in its most sustained and aggressive 
campaign. It has captured the momentum, 
and substantial military control in much of 
the eastern provinces, particularly in San 
Vicente and Usulutan. The rebels have with
drawn to remote areas, have not counter-at
tacked, have limited themselves to hit-and-
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run attacks and appear to have increasing 
logistical and manpower problems. 

In San Vicente, the Government has co
ordinated its military presence with pro
grams in health, education, agriculture, 
transportation and reconstruction to retain 
the area's loyalty after the army leaves. 
This is a phase in an overall National Plan 
for Reconstruction. The cost of this pro
gram has been minimal by United States 
standards: only $65 million in military aid 
and $230 million in economic aid. Even the 
guerrilla political leader Ruben Zamora ac
knowledged to us that if this aid continues, 
the rebels can no longer hope to win the 
war. 

The aid program also serves as leverage 
against the right-wing military. Only the 
United States can influence it to move away 
from a feudal political heritage of violence 
and vigilantism. 

The left feeds off the rigidity of the right 
and military oppression and develops popu
lar support by promising to redistribute the 
wealth. It also benefits when rightist oligar
chies buckle under economic pressures. The 
best way to diminish popular support for a 
violent Communist revolution is to open up 
the political channels and institute agrarian 
and economic reform. This can take place 
only when there is no widespread military 
insurgency. 

Our pressure brought about last year's 
Salvadoran election and this year's negotia
tions for drafting a new constitution leading 
to presidential elections in 1984. Elections 
may be only "one note in the song of democ
racy," as a Salvadoran clergyman put it, but 
they represent legitimization of potential ci
vilian control over military and paramilitary 
forces. Both have perpetrated atrocities 
that, if allowed to continue will tum the 
masses implacably hostile. Our pressure is 
thus necessary on two counts: to prevent an 
extremist left-wing takeover while pushing 
the Government toward rights and democ
racy. 

However, no amount of change will end 
the Salvadoran conflict if Nicaragua, which 
regionalized the conflict in Central America, 
continues to fuel it. When they took over, 
the Sandinistas feared and hated the United 
States because of its patronage of Anastasio 
Somoza Debayle and military invasions over 
the past 130 years. The Sandinista hymn is 
"We fight against the Yanqui, enemy of hu
manity." President Jimmy Carter attempted 
to offset this by extending economic aid and 
friendship, but the Sandinistas remained 
convinced that the revolution would be safe 
from our intervention only if governments 
similar to their own were installed else
where in Central America. The Sandinistas 
set out to implement their slogan "revolu
tion without boundaries." 

In 1980, the Sandinistas, with Cuban ad
visers, brought the five main guerrilla fac
tions from El Salvador together in Mana
gua, worked out a unity pact, set up joint 
command and control structures, organized 
training and logistical support on Nicara
guan soil and provided initial arms supplies. 
A Salvadoran rebel leader, Mario Aguinada, 
told us that support for training, logistics 
and command continues. 

In Costa Rica, we were told that the San
dinistas are engaged there in a major propa
ganda campaign and are encouraging 
unrest, including infiltration in the north
ern provinces. The attempt to destabilize 
Costa Rica, a democracy without an army 
since 1948, is the clearest indication of San
dinista intentions. 

Inside Nicaragua, the Sandinistas began 
and continued a program of totalitarian 
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consolidation of power; The elements of the 
broader anti-Somoza coalition were discard
ed one by one-the Roman Catholic 
Church, other political parties, the press. 
The only Jewish community center and syn
agogue were seized and burned. The Sandi
nistas built the largest military force in 
Central America. A Cuban-style pattern, 
with a widespread Cuban presence, has 
emerged. 

To contain an interventionist Nicaragua, 
Washington sought-unsuccessfully-nego
tiations four times to bring about noninter
ference in neighboring territory and limits 
on Nicaragua's military buildup and the in
stitutionalization of democratic opposition 
to create internal brakes on aggression. Re
buffed diplomatically, the United States 
moved militarily, ordering exercises, includ
ing fleet deployment. The Central Intelli
gence Agency expanded its support of the 
"contras"-the anti-Government guerrillas 
that harass the countryside. We continue to 
train and equip the Honduran Army, which 
Nicaragua considers its most dangerous re
gional military adversary. A border shootout 
in May with Nicaragua brought about full 
mobilization of the Honduran Army, signal
ing its participation in any military crisis in 
the region. 

The cumulative military pressure orga
nized by the Reagan Administration has re
sulted in a major shift in Sandinista policy. 
In our meetings with the Sandinista leader
ship, we were told that Nicaragua was pre
pared to negotiate verifiable noninterven
tion in neighboring territories, especially El 
Salvador. This change appeared to be due 
exclusively to the perception that the 
United States had been provoked to the 
point that a military confrontation was pos
sible. 

The United States has long supported re
pressive rightist regimes, sometimes by 
using our troops. We must develop, an alter
native to such regimes-and those of the 
left-by opening up Latin American political 
and economic proceses. Our interests are in
volved because what happens in Nicaragua 
and El Salvador can affect Mexico or the 
Panama Canal. Central America is on our 
strategic doorstep. We cannot remain above 
the fray. 

<Mortimer B. Zuckerman is chairman of 
The Atlantic Monthly.>e 

IMF ESSENTIAL TO USA 
ECONOMIC WELL-BEING 

HON. STEPHEN L. NEAL 
OF NORTH CAROLINA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, September 27, 1983 

• Mr. NEAL. Mr. Speaker, I know 
that some of my colleagues remain un
convinced of the necessity for 
strengthening the International Mon
etary Fund. I would recommend that 
they read a speech made recently to 
the Economic Club of New York by 
Anthony M. Solomon, president of the 
Federal Reserve Bank of New York. 

Mr. Solomon, a former Under Secre
tary of the Treasury, emphasized that 
a stronger IMF is essential to the eco
nomic well-being of the United States 
and to the survival of stable world 
trading system. 

Frankly, he said, 
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I find it baffling that there are elements 

in this country, and especially in our Con
gress, who can ignore the catastrophic ef
fects that would result from not acting now 
to make resources available to the IMF 
quickly . . . It would injure the world trad
ing system and seriously impair the pros
pects for economic growth, not only in the 
debtor countries but here and everywhere 
else. 

Mr. Solomon noted that U.S. exports 
to the developing countries with the 
most serious debt problems dropped 
by more than $10 billion last year, 
costing us nearly 300,000 jobs and $1 
billion in profits. "How can it be ra
tional," he asked, "for this country to 
risk giant price tags like these in the 
future (by opposing the IMF quota in
crease>?" 

In his speech, Mr. Solomon sought 
to look beyond the immediate debt 
crisis and to suggest longer term meas
ures that will be needed to strengthen 
the developing countries' borrowing 
and debt management practices. He 
believes the IMF must assume a 
broader role as monitor of and advisor 
to these countries. 

But Mr. Solomon emphasized that 
the most urgent need is for quick 
action by Congress approving our part 
of the IMF quota increase. "Some look 
at the issue entirely in narrow finan
cial terms and conclude that the IMF 
can squeak by without the quota in
crease for the time being," he said. 
"That view is wrong, and it misses the 
central point. In the absence of clear, 
unequivocal support for the institu
tion by the United States Govern
ment, including the Congress, the 
Fund will be permanently crippled." 

Mr. Speaker, if there is no objection, 
I would like to have Mr. Solomon's 
entire speech printed in the RECORD. I 
commend it to anyone who wants a 
clear statement of the issues at stake 
in the IMF debate. 

REMARKS BEFORE THE ECONOMIC CLUB OF 
NEW YORK 

<By Anthony M. Solomon> 
I feel certain that a great many of you 

here tonight-and, in fact, thoughtful 
people throughout the business and finan
cial community-have been following the 
twists and turns of the LDC debt problem 
extremely close over the past year or so. 
The press and other media have provided 
extensive coverage. And there have been 
several excellent analyses of how the debt 
probleins came about, both in general and 
for individual countries. Overall, I conclude 
that public understanding of the current sit
uation is unusually good, given the enor
mous complexity of the issues at stake. 

What I think is less familiar, and worthy 
of more attention, is the discussion of what 
the world will be like after the current 
emergency is behind us. We all want to feel 
confident that, when something closer to 
normal circumstances is restored, we will 
have built a stronger, more resilient interna
tional financial system. No one wants a re
currence of debt disturbances like those of 
the past year. No one wants prolonged stag
nation or inadequate growth in the develop
ing countries of Latin America and else
where. That would worsen our own growth 
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prospects and inhibit world trade. And pro
longed stagnation-as distinct from the tem
porary setbacks associated with emergency 
adjustment progra~ns-would raise a greater 
danger of serious social and political conse
quences in a number of the LDCs. 

Before discussing the post-emergency 
period, I must make clear that I'm not com
placent about the immediate task of com
pleting the necessary debt restructurings 
and carrying through basic economic adjust
ments. We have to make sure we sustain the 
kind of concerted effort by all the principal 
participants which has yielded the tentative 
progress that's been made so far. The bor
rowing countries, the commercial banks, the 
governments in the industrial countries, and 
the International Monetary Fund have all 
had to make tough decisions and hard com
promises. In particular, I think we should 
respect the painful measures that have al
ready been taken and the sacrifices that 
have been endured by Mexico and some 
other countries. Under IMF guidance, these 
countries have, by any reasonable standard, 
made impressive efforts to adjust. But more 
hard work and political will must be mar
shalled, and more new financing will be re
quired, before anyone can afford to relax. 

Obviously, this concerted effort must go 
forward and must succeed. But make no 
mistake about it. That can't happen unless 
the IMF can continue to play the pivotal 
role it has in binding together the different 
parts of this effort. And the Fund will be 
unable to play that role if it's starved of 
adequate financial resources and political 
support. 

Frankly, I find it baffling that there are 
elements in this country, and especially in 
our Congress, who can ignore the cata
strophic effects that would result from not 
acting now to make resources available to 
the IMF quickly. Without the IMF at the 
pivot, the whole debt restructuring effort 
would be undermined, and needed new cred
its would be blocked. Outright defaults 
could actually happen. In tl:le longer run, 
the consequences could also be grave. 
Debtor countries could be forced into disor
derly adjustments that would almost cer
tainly include more protectionist measures, 
credit controls, price distortions, and severe 
damage to local private sectors. it would 
injure the world trading system and serious
ly impair the prospects for economic 
growth, not only in the debtor countries but 
here and everywhere else. 

The direct cost to the United States alone 
would be enormous. Until last year, our ex
ports to LDCs that now have debt servicing 
probleins had been averaging $50 billion a 
year-almost a quarter of our total exports. 
Already last year, exports to these countries 
fell by over $10 billion <more than 20 per
cent>. costing us nearly 300 thousand jobs 
and $1 billion in profits. How can it be ra
tional for this country to risk giant price 
tags like these in the future and oppose the 
quota increase? 

I know that there are those who don't see 
it this way. Some look at the issue entirely 
in narrow financial terins and conclude that 
the IMF can squeak by without the quota 
increase for the time being. That view is 
wrong, and it misses the central point. In 
the absence of clear, unequivocal support 
for the institution by the United States gov
ernment, including the Congress, the Fund 
will be permanently crippled. 

What's even more baffling is that, among 
those who would cripple the Fund, there are 
people who claim to be strong advocates of 
free markets. What they entirely fail to see 
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is that the IMF, in its efforts to get coun
tries to pursue market-oriented policies and 
to minimize the hodge-podge of distortions 
that undermine economic performance, is 
the best friend that market-oriented people 
have in the kind of world we live in. 

My strong sense is that the misguided op
position to the IMF quota legislation, and 
the mischievous amendments that undercut 
it, will not prevail. I believe that ultimately 
the Congress will support the IMF and act 
positively to meet the international respon
sibilities of the United States. It is both in 
our own immediate and longer term inter
est. 

Suppose that we all do what we need to do 
in the short term. Then it's worth raising 
the question of what kind of economic pros
pects the LDCs, especially in Latin America 
where the debt burden is greatest, can look 
forward to in a couple of years when the im
mediate emergency is behind, but not for
gotten. Can they return to rates of econom
ic growth that are reasonably satisfactory 
and broadly meet their aspirations for 
achieving social and political progress? I 
don't want to put specific numbers on this, 
because growth potential differs from one 
country to the next. But I am talking about 
growth rates that would not be too far 
below the historical experience of most of 
the countries before the debt probleins ma
terialized. 

It seeins to me that it is certainly not im
possible to get that outcome. But we have to 
face reality. There are going to be continu
ing constraints that will limit the scope for 
expansionary policies for some time to 
come. We can identify ways of easing some 
of these constraints and softening their 
impact. And we can be heartened by more 
optimistic developments lately in the indus
trial economies, where the prospects for 
higher growth seem to be improving. But 
there still must be an extended period in 
which the heavily indebted LDC govern
ments are going to have very little margin 
for error. 

The most obvious constraint will be with 
respect to external financing. Conventional 
commercial bank lending will be much 
harder to come by. In the first instance, 
that would limit countries' ability to import. 
And lower imports, particularly of capital 
goods, will hamper growth. 

The natural question is whether that 
shortfall can be replaced by greater official 
assistance from industrial country govern
ments. In my view, that is not likely. While 
government officials have the will and re
sources to provide temporary support in a 
crisis, there really isn't much chance of leg
islatures going along with increases in long
term official funding in amounts large 
enough to significantly offset lower com
mercial bank lending. After all, it was partly 
because of the difficulty of obtaining offi. 
cial financing that borrowing from banks 
grew so much in the first place. 

Another question is whether the central 
banks of industrial countries-in particular, 
the Federal Reserve-should provide large
scale infusions of liquidity so as to ease 
credit availability for LDCs. Certainly, in a 
crisis, central banks have a traditional re
sponsibility, as lenders of last resort, to 
insure stability. But any assistance of that 
sort must be strictly temporary. Central 
banks simply cannot be viewed as a source 
of medium and longer term financing. 

So what's left? By process of elimination 
there are really only two alternatives: 
Either funds will have to find their way into 
LDCs through channels other than com-



September 27, 1983 
mercial banks, or borrowing countries wlll 
have to run their economies in ways that 
make them less dependent on external fi
nancing. In fact, the LDCs wlll have to 
move on both fronts at the same time if 
they hope to be able to achieve the satisfac
tory growth rates we are talking about. · 

Traditionally, direct investment has been 
an alternative to bank financing. In calmer 
times, greater direct investment inflows 
should be an effective source of capital. To 
be sure, we know that the internal political 
opposition to direct investment has been 
strident from time to time in the past and 
certainly could resurface as soon as the debt 
emergency starts to fade. Yet, it seems to 
me that this manifestation of economic na
tionalism must be challenged and overcome 
if the LDCs are going to be serious about 
economic development in a period when new 
borrowing from commercial banks is con
strained. 

Improving financial management offers 
another important way for borrowing coun
tries to cope with the constraints they are 
going to face. This should especially include 
efforts to diversify the currency composi
tion of a country's debt. By choice or by ne
cessity, too much of the debt of many LDCs 
was in dollars. That left them vulnerable to 
a period of high dollar exchange rates and 
high dollar interest rates. We calculate that 
if from 1979 to 1982 developing countries 
had borrowed currencies in a diversified 
way-that is, in proportion to their import 
shares-the LDCs as a group would today be 
over $30 billion better off. I am not saying 
that kind of benefit can be repeated in any 
particular time period in the future. But the 
clear lesson is that a more balanced and 
skillfully drawn portfolio of debt is impor
tant. Of course, that requires not only a 
willingness of borrowers to diversify, but 
equally a willingness of market participants 
to modify their operations and of the au
thorities in other industrial countries to 
allow it. 

In addition, both borrowers and lenders 
have an interest in taking some potentially 
valuable financial instruments off the draw
ing board and getting them to market. To 
take one example, perhaps commercial 
banks could shift at the margin toward orig
inating loans and then selling them off into 
a secondary market, where price fluctua
tions could give useful, early disciplinary 
signals to borrowers. Or, to take another ex
ample, I can visualize variable maturity obli
gations that offer a constant debt service 
flow in the face of any unexpected jump in 
interest rates, a kind of built-in resched
uling. There may also be a place in the 
market for securities with the equity-like 
features, on which some part of the total 
yield to the investor could be calibrated, for 
instance, to the borrowing country's real 
GNP or export earnings growth, or some 
similar measure of economic performance. 

Finally, there are a number of tools and 
techniques that are used by corporate bor
rowers here but are not yet being used by 
borrowers in developing countries. Just to 
give two illustrations, these instruments 
range from futures contracts to hedge 
against commodity fluctuations to interest 
rate swaps that can add another way of 
gaining fixed rate funding. In a period of re
stricted access to credit, it is worthwhile de
veloping the expertise and sophistication to 
take advantage of the array of novel financ
ing tools that are now available. 

Innovations like those in the private cap
ital markets would be helpful in ameliorat
ing the financing problem. But I wouldn't 
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want to overstate the role that these mecha
nisms can play. It wlll not eliminate the 
need for major changes and reforms in gen
eral economic policies so that dependence 
on external financing is lastingly reduced. 

The way I see it there are three broad 
areas where policy reform in borrowing 
countries is called for to reduce dependence 
on external financing and promote domestic 
savings. After all, on average, gross domestic 
savings finance 90 percent of LDC invest
ment. 

The first is in the balance of payments 
area. It seems to me that heavily indebted 
developing countries have to be resolute in 
keeping their exports competitive in world 
markets. First and foremost, this means fol
lowing realistic exchange rate policies and 
not letting the domestic currency get out of 
line. It also means realistic interest rates to 
deter damaging flight of domestic capital. 

The second broad area is reform of gov
ernment budgeting. To begin with, though 
it's getting harder for an American to 
preach to others on the subject, excessively 
large structural deficits have to be reduced. 
In addition, LDC governments must have 
tighter oversight of spending agencies, 
closer financial monitoring of projects, 
better and more timely budget numbers, 
and improved regulatory capabilities over 
their own financial institutions. 

The third broad area is reform of the do
mestic price system. Every subsidy, every 
credit allocation scheme, every price distor
tion has to be tested against the standard of 
what it costs, both in budgetary terms and 
in terms of economic efficiency. These are 
long-standing problems that existed well 
before the debt crisis. And fixing any of 
them inevitably pits a government against 
powerful vested interests at home. But in 
the aftermath of the debt problem, there 
may be no alternative to meeting the task 
head on, because of the huge toll distortions 
take in limiting productivity and growth. 

The governments in the industrial coun
tries and th IMF both have to support LDC 
efforts to bring about market-oriented re
forms and better financial management. 

The industrial countries obviously have a 
major role to play in sustaining growth, in 
lowering global interest rates by reducing 
their own government deficits, and in keep
ing markets open for LDC goods. At the 
same time they have to open up their finan
cial markets further so that the LDCs can 
diversify their sources of credit more effec
tively. They must help create a healthy 
world environment within which the LDC 
efforts can pay off. 

As for the IMF, its role in managing crises 
is well recognized and indispensable. But 
treatment and cure are not enough; it must 
work harder and more effectively at preven
tion. What I see as close to being essential is 
that its surveillance role under more normal 
circumstances be enhanced. This has two di
mensions: 

First, the IMF should be assisting coun
tries in improving their financial manage
ment. It can help them monitor their debts. 
It can work with co\mtries to develop finan
cial strategies covering the currency and 
maturity mix of borrowing as well as the 
degree of reliance on bank debt, bond fi
nance, direct investment, and so on. 

Second, appropriate IMF surveillance 
should extend well beyond matters of fi
nance. The Fund is not just a lender. It is a 
force for promoting sensible policies. I ·be
lieve it should put its weight behind govern
ments which are committed to a transition 
toward more efficient domestic price, inter-
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est rate, and exchange rate policies. And it 
must reject the argument that the IMF 
should focus only on a balance of payments 
target, regardless of how it's achieved. 

These broader efforts by the Fund should 
be an integral part of its regular consulta
tions with all members. We don't want to go 
back to a situation where the IMF becomes 
deeply involved only after serious payments 
disruptions have occurred. That's too late. 

Instead, a more continuous relationship 
would have some important advantages. It 
would improve the Fund's detailed knowl
edge of the constraints that regularly con
front policymakers in each individual coun
try. And it would provide a type of involve
ment by the Fund that might head off some 
of the resentment and occasional hostility 
that can occur when the IMF is seen as an 
outsider always prescribing austerity at a 
time of trouble. 

To encourage movement in this general 
direction, I would go even one step further. 
It would be worthwhile considering whether 
access to funding could be made more read
ily available by the IMF to countries that 
voluntarily participate in these financial 
and economic policy reviews should they 
have a balance of payments need later on. 

In summary, we must plan for a world of 
tighter financial constraints and less margin 
for error. The approach I am recommending 
boils down to a combination of stronger 
market institutions and better market in
struments developing alongside better eco
nomic policies and stronger financial con
trols. In my approach, there is no quick fix. 
There is no single scheme or gimmick that 
will put things right and allow everybody to 
go back to business as usual. To the con
trary, I feel that those debt reshuffling 
schemes that you hear about, which look to 
industrial country governments to pick up 
existing exposure from the banking system, 
are fanciful. They would be unjustifiably 
costly to the taxpayers. And in fact, they 
would give just the wrong signals, convinc
ing people at home that a government bail
out will always be there and whipping up 
pressures abroad in developing countries to 
ask for bailouts. 

What I am recommending is rooted in
stead in pragmatism. It basically seeks to 
build a more resilient system on the best 
features of what we have now. 

And what we have now pivots on the IMF. 
That is the institution which in practical 
terms binds the system together and which 
must play a more comprehensive role in the 
future. Therefore, the first step toward that 
kind of system is for the Congress to act 
quickly and positively on the IMF quota leg
islation and put to rest doubts about the 
commitment of the United States to a 
common sense, multilateral approach to 
dealing with the world's financial prob
lems.e 

NATIONAL FROZEN FOOD DAY 

HON. GEORGE E. BROWN, JR. 
OF CALIFORNIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, September 27, 1983 

• Mr. BROWN of California. Mr. 
Speaker, in March 1984, the frozen 
food industry in the United States 
celebrated its 54th year of helping 
bring the abundance of American agri
culture to the tables of America's con-
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sumers. This industry is a native 
American product. developed in the 
United States over the years. The 
farmers who supply the raw products 
to this industry have been honored 
often for their important part in feed
ing both the American population and 
the world•s population. However. we 
have never honored those in the 
frozen food industry who help our 
farmers bring their produce from farm 
to table. 

Today I am introducing a resolution 
to honor the role of the frozen food 
industry by declaring that March 6. 
1984. be declared "Frozen Food Day:• 
The thousands of frozen food proces
sors. wholesalers. brokers. shippers. 
and consumers of the industry well de
serve the recognition proposed in this 
resolution. In the State of California 
alone. there are over 1.000 frozen food 
processors. 500 frozen food brokers. 
over 750 wholesale distributors. 100 
shippers. and thousands of retailers 
who are all an important part of the 
frozen food industry. 

March 6. 1984. is being selected be
cause it is the birthday of the frozen 
food industry. This is the day in 1930 
when frozen foods were introduced to 
the American public. The first offer
ing of frozen foods consisted of 18 
meat items. 2 vegetables. and 3 sea
food items. and were packaged in cello
phane. 

These items were not immediately 
accepted by retailers or consumers. 
Retail stores had no freezers to store 
the products and consumers had only 
the ice cube compartments of their 
iceboxes for storage. The result was 
that. in the early years. principal users 
of frozen foods were large institutional 
outlets which had the necessary stor
age facilities. 

The pioneers of the frozen food in
dustry quickly realized that for con
sumers to accept their products. retail 
grocers had to be persuaded to carry 
them. So. since the grocers would not 
buy freezers to store and dispense 
these new products. the frozen food 
manufacturers rented cabinets to re
tailers having faith that consumers 
would like their frozen products and 
the retailers would then make the 
commitment to the storage equipment 
necessary to bring the foods to con
sumers at the peak of freshness. 

In getting their products into retail 
outlets. the fledgling frozen food in
dustry had another problem-once 
their products are in the supermar
kets. how could they persuade shop
pers to buy more than an immediate 
supply? There were no homefreezers 
yet. In 1938. the Deep Freeze Division 
of Motor Products Corp.. began mar
keting a homefreezer. a simple round 
container with a cover and a compres
sor. 

At the end of 1938 the total volume 
of frozen foods produced for the year 
was 265 million pounds at a value of 
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$68 million. Almost half the tonnage 
was in fruit. 

World War II marked a most-dra
matic growth period for the new 
American frozen food industry. Due to 
the war. there was a need for canned 
goods to be shipped to our troops over
seas. As a result. there were fewer 
canned products available. Food ra
tioning recognized this shortage and 
provided that consumers could obtain 
frozen foods with fewer ration points 
than canned foods. Thus. the war 
effort needs of troops helped to 
expand the domestic frozen food 
market. Fewer ration points for fro
zens meant that more people than 
ever before tried frozen foods-and 
they liked what they tasted. As the ac
ceptability of frozen foods became 
greater, there was an increase in the 
demand for homefreezers. Department 
stores began to carry freezers and they 
were sold door to door as well. One 
newspaper ad at the time showed one 
company's homefreezer at $259. 

With the end of the war. the Ameri
can frozen food industry had begun to 
achieve consumer acceptance and re
tailer acceptance. Volume increased to 
where many formerly skeptical compa
nies began to offer frozens as part of 
their regular product line. 

The first complete frozen dinner was 
offered to consumers shortly after the 
war. At about the same time. the first 
self-serve frozen food storage cabinet 
appeared in retail stores. Always in 
the past. customers had selected 
frozen food items from a display case 
and a store clerk and filled their order 
from a covered cabinet. During the 
same period. the moisture-proof pouch 
was introduced and a whole range of 
new frozen products including fruit 
pies. nondairy whipped toppings. 
french fries and shrimp. Baked goods. 
frozen dinners. and fruits and vegeta
bles also experienced far wider con
sumer acceptance. 

We think of frozen concentrated 
citrus juices. orange juice in particu
lar. as always being a part of the 
frozen food product line. But. the first 
frozen orange juice concentrate was 
not available to consumers until late 
1949. In 1950. about 25 percent of the 
Florida orange crop was processed into 
frozen concentrate to bring to an in
creasing number of consumers the 
taste of fresh orange juice. 

It was in the late 1940's that the pro
duction techniques, handling and ship
ping equipment began to really bring 
down the unit cost of frozen products. 
Fried chicken, bread dough, fish 
sticks. lemonade, ethnic specialties, 
lobster, and chicken were but a few of 
the new frozen products introduced 
during the period. 

Some consumers viewed frozens as 
inconvenient because of the 30 to 45 
minute defrosting time. However, in 
1959 we saw the introduction of the 
first radarrange. The price of the first 
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ranges were about $2,500. The wide
spread acceptance and use of the prod
uct has increased production and re
duced prices. In 1961, the volume of 
frozen foods sold was $3.6 billion com
pared to $68 million just 21 years 
earlier. 

During the 1960's the growth of our 
American frozen food industry contin
ued with the introduction of frozen 
pizza and bagels as well as an ever in
creasing variety of items. By 1968, 1 
out of 3 American homes had a full
sized freezer and the industry contin
ued its upward mobility when Apollo 
12 and Skylab crew members took 
along frozen foods as they orbited the 
Earth. The growth of the industry has 
continued unabated bringing to the 
American people an increasing variety 
of products all keyed to meet the 
needs of our changing lifestyles. There 
are more products packaged for one
and two-person servings. Packaging, 
production, warehousing, and distribu
tion techniques and equipment have 
all been improved. Frozen foods today 
have become an important part of the 
American way of life. 

The frozen food industry is to be 
congratulated for its contribution to 
our nutritional health and well-being. 
Mr. Speaker, I urge all my colleagues 
to join with me in supporting and co
sponsoring the resolution I have intro
duced today. Let us join together and 
say thank you and happy birthday to 
our own frozen food industry. 

The text of the resolution follows: 
H.J.RES.-

Whereas the United States of America is 
blessed with an impressive array of agricul
tural products which make our Nation and 
its food production and distribution system 
the envy of the world; 

Whereas throughout history one of the 
primary goals of human effort has been the 
production of food; 

Whereas the farm to city migration cre
ated a great demand for food supplies in 
dense population centers in which such sup
plies could not be grown; 

Whereas the international frozen food in
dustry started in the United States with 
vegetables, fruit, meat, and fish being first 
packaged and offered to consumers in 1930; 

Whereas between 1935 and 1940 frozen 
foods were provided to the public on a large 
scale, and during World War II ration point 
values posted in stores and carried in news
papers focused public attention on frozen 
foods; 

Whereas frozen food became a meaningful 
part of the Space Age when Apollo XII as
tronauts took frozen meals with them and 
72 frozen food items were stored on Skylab 
for a 500 day supply of meals for the crew; 

Whereas throughout its history the Amer
ican frozen food industry has worked closely 
with producers and has continued research 
and development for the purpose of seeking 
better ways to bring the nutrition, quality, 
and taste of American agricultural products 
to the American consumer; and 

Whereas in March 1984 the frozen food 
industry in the United States will celebrate 
its 54th year of service to the American 
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people and the people of the world: Now, 
therefore, be it 

Resolved by the Senate and House of Rep
resentatives of the United States of America 
in Congress assembled, That in recognition 
of the significant contribution which the 
frozen food industry in the United States 
has made and continues to make to the nu
tritional well-being of the American people 
by enabling them to share in the agricultur
al abundance of our Nation, March 6, 1984, 
is hereby designated as "Frozen Food Day", 
and the President is authorized and request
ed to issue a proclamation calling upon the 
people of the United States to observe such 
day with appropriate ceremonies and activi
ties.e 

THE NORTH CAROLINA 
WILDERNESS ACT OF 1983 

HON. JAMES MeCLURE CLARKE 
OF NORTH CAROLINA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, September 27, 1983 
e Mr. CLARKE. Mr. Speaker, on 
Thursday, September 22, 1983, I intro
duced on behalf of myself and all of 
my colleagues in the North Carolina 
House delegation H.R. 3960, the North 
Carolina Wilderness Act of 1983, 
which designates approximately 65,000 
acres of national forest lands in North 
Carolina as additional wilderness and 
releases 114,000 acres for multiple use. 
Approximately 26,000 acres of the 
North Carolina national forests will 
become congressionally designated wil
derness study areas if this legislation 
is adopted. 

I believe that this measure is one of 
the most significant pieces of legisla
tion for the people of North Carolina 
introduced this session. The timber in
dustry, the conservation groups, and 
the U.S. Forest Service have all 
worked together on this effort. If en
acted, the North Carolina Wilderness 
Act will preserve our State's public 
lands for the present and future en
joyment of our people. 

While this legislation adds signifi
cantly to North Carolina's wilderness 
system, it also releases 114,000 acres 
for multiple use which provides for 
timber-cutting under Forest Service 
supervision. 

The areas to be included as wilder
ness are, in the Croatan National 
Forest: Catfish Lake South, Pocosin, 
Pond Pine, and Sheep Ridge. In the 
Uwharrie National Forest the wilder
ness area is Birkhead Mountains. Wil
derness designations in the Pisgah N a
tiona! Forest are: Linville Gorge addi
tions, Middle Prong, and Shining Rock 
addition. Also to be designated as wil
derness in the Nantahala National 
Forest are: Ellicott Rock additions, 
Joyce Kilmer additions, and Southern 
Nantahala. 

The legislation also includes as con
gressionally designated wilderness 
study areas: Craggy Mountain exten
sion, Harper Creek, and Lost Cove in 
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the Pisgah National Forest, and the 
Overflow and Snowbird areas in the 
Nantahala National Forest. 

After years of study and discussion, 
interested parties, groups, organiza
tions, businesses, and individuals have 
reached a compromise that is reflected 
in this legislation. It carries out the 
original recommendations of the U.S. 
Forest Service for wilderness designa
tion in North Carolina. 

Mr. Speaker, it is important that 
this bill be passed in order to avoid 
this unnecessary expense and time in
volved in a RARE III study. The 
Forest Service has already received in
structions to begin another study and 
preliminary planning is now under
way. Eliminating another study will 
save a lot of taxpayers' money and 
enable Forest Service personnel to use 
their time for more productive pur
poses. 

The North Carolina Wilderness Act 
is vitally important to a lot of people. 
The timber industry needs this bill 
passed so that it can be assured of an 
adequate timber supply for the future. 
Without this bill the timber industry 
is threatened with legal action which 
could interfere with future timber 
sales on national forest land. 

It is also very important to the U.S. 
Forest Service that this measure be 
approved. It will provide the Forest 
Service with clear and concise instruc
tions on management of the national 
forests in North Carolina. It is also im
portant for conservation and environ
mental groups, not only in North 
Carolina but also in the Nation, that 
certain lands be set aside permanently 
for preservation. All of these various 
groups and interests have worked to
gether as a team to solve this problem. 
I am grateful this is a joint effort. 

Mr. Speaker, I look forward to early 
approval in the House of H.R. 3960, 
the North Carolina Wilderness Act of 
1983. 

The text of the bill follows: 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of 

representatives of the United States of Amer
ica in Congress assembled, That this Act 
may be cited as the "North Carolina wilder
ness Act of 1983". 

SEc. 2. (a) In furtherance of the purposes 
of the Wilderness Act <16 U.S.C. 1131-1136), 
the following lands are hereby designated as 
wilderness and, therefore, as components of 
the National Wilderness Preservation 
System: 

(1) certain lands in the Uwharrie National 
Forest, North Carolina, which comprise ap
proximately four thousand seven hundred 
and ninety acres, as generally depicted on a 
map entitled "Birkhead Mountains Wilder
ness-Proposed", dated July 1983, and 
which shall be known as the Birkhead 
Mountains WildernesS; 

<2> certain land in the Croatan National 
Forest, North Carolina, which comprise ap
proximately seven thousand six hundred 
acres, as generally depicted on a map enti
tled "Catfish Lake South Wilderness-Pro
posed", dated July 1983, and which shall be 
known as the Catfish Lake South Wilder
ness; 
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(3) certain lands in the Nantahala Nation

al Forest, North Carolina, which comprise 
approximately three thousand six hundred 
and eighty acres, as generally depicted on a 
map entitled "Ellicott Rock Wilderness Ad
dition-Proposed", dated July 1983, and 
which are hereby incorporated in, and shall 
be deemed to be part of, the Ellicott Rock 
Wilderness as designated by Public Law 93-
622; 

(4) certain lands in the Nantahala Nation
al Forest, North Carolina, which comprise 
approximately three thousand three hun
dred and eighty acres, as generally depicted 
on a map entitled "Joyce Kilmer Wilderness 
Additions-Proposed", dated July 1983, and 
which are hereby incorporated in, and shall 
be deemed to be part of, the Joyce Kilmer 
Wilderness as designated by Public Law 93-
622; 

(5) certain lands in the Pisgah National 
Forest, North Carolina, which comprise ap
proximately three thousand four hundred 
acres, as generally depicted on a map enti
tled "Linville Gorge Wilderness Additions
Proposed", dated July 1983, and which are 
hereby incorporated in, and shall be deemed 
to be part of, the Linville Gorge Wilderness 
as designated by Public Law 88-577; 

{6) certain lands in the Pisgah National 
Forest, North Carolina, which comprise ap
proximately seven thousand nine hundred 
acres, as generally depicted on a map enti
tled "Middle Prong Wildernesss-Proposed", 
dated July 1983, and which shall be known 
as the Middle Prong Wilderness; 

(7) certain lands in the Croatan National 
Forest, North Carolina, which comprise ap
proximately eleven thousand acres, as gen
erally depicted on a map entitled "Pocosin 
Wilderness-Proposed", dated July 1983, 
and which shall be known as the Pocosin 
Wilderness; 

(8) certain lands in the Croatan National 
Forest, North Carolina, which comprise ap
proximately one thousand eight hundred 
and sixty acres, as generally depicted on a 
map entitled "Pond Pine Wilderness-Pro
posed", dated July 1983, and which shall be 
known as the Pond Pine Wilderness; 

(9) certain lands in the Croatan National 
Forest, North Carolina, which comprise ap
proximately six thousand one hundred and 
thirty acres, as generally depicted on a map 
entitled "Sheep Ridge Wilderness-Pro
posed", dated July 1983, and which shall be 
known as the Sheep Ridge Wilderness; 

{10) certain lands in the Pisgah National 
Forest, North Carolina, which comprise ap
proximately five thousand one hundred 
acres, as generally depicted on a map enti
tled "Shining Rock Wilderness Addition
Proposed", dated July 1983, and which are 
hereby incorporated in, and shall be deemed 
to be part of, the Shining Rock Wilderness 
as designated by Public Law 88-577; and 

(11) certain lands in the Nantahala Na
tional Forest, North Carolina, which com
prise approximately ten thousand nine hun
dred acres, as generally depicted on a map 
entitled "Southern Nantahala Wilderness
Proposed", dated July 1983, and which shall 
be known as the Southern Nantahala Wil
derness. 

SEc. 3. Subject to valid existing rights, 
each wilderness area designated by this Act 
shall be administered by the Secretary of 
Agriculture in accordance with the provi
sions of the Wilderness Act governing areas 
designated by that Act as wilderness except 
that any reference in such provisions to the 
effective date of the Wilderness Act shall be 
deemed to be a reference to the effective 
date of this Act. 
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SEC. 4. As soon as practicable after enact

ment of this Act, the Secretary of Agricul
ture shall file a map and a legal description 
of each wilderness area designated by this 
Act with the Committee on Interior and In
sular Affairs and the Committee on Agricul
ture of the United States House of Repre
sentatives and with the Committee on Agri
culture, Nutrition, and Forestry and with 
the Committee on Energy and Natural Re
sources of the United States Senate. Each 
such map and description shall have the 
same force and effect as if included in this 
Act except that the Secretary of Agriculture 
may make correction of clerical and typo
graphical errors in each such legal descrip
tion and map. Each such legal description 
and map shall be on file and available for 
public inspection in the Office of the Chief 
of the Forest Service, Department of Agri
culture. 

SEc. 5. <a> The Congress finds that-
<1> the Department of Agriculture has 

completed the second Roadless Area Review 
and Evaluation program <RARE II>; and 

<2> the Congress has made its own review 
and examination of national forest system 
roadless areas in the State of North Caroli
na and of the environmental impacts associ
ated with alternative allocations of such 
areas. 

<b> On the basis of such review, the Con
gress hereby determines and directs that-

< 1) without passing on the question of the 
legal and factual sufficiency of the RARE II 
final environmental statement <dated Janu
ary 1979> with respect to national forest 
system lands in States other than North 
Carolina, such statement shall not be sub
ject to judicial review with respect to na
tional forest system lands in the State of 
North Carolina; 

<2> with respect to the national forest 
system lands in the State of North Carolina 
which were reviewed by the Department of 
Agriculture in the second Roadless Area 
Review and Evaluation <RARE II>. except 
those lands designated as wilderness or for 
wilderness study by this Act or by previous 
Acts of Congress, that review and evaluation 
shall be deemed for the purposes of the ini
tial land management plans required for 
such lands by the Forest and Rangeland Re
newable Resources Planning Act of 1974 as 
amended by the National Forest Manage
ment Act of 1976 to be an adequate consid
eration of the suitability of such lands for 
inclusion in the National Wilderness Preser
vation System and the Department of Agri
culture shall not be required to review the 
wilderness option prior to the revision of 
the initial plans and in no case prior to the 
date established by law for completion of 
the initial planning cycle; 

<3> areas in the State of North Carolina 
reviewed in such final environmental state
ment and not designated as wilderness or 
for wilderness study by this Act or by previ
ous Acts of Congress, need not be managed 
for the purpose of protecting their suitabil
ity for wilderness designation pending revi
sion of the initial plans; and 

<4> unless expressly authorized by Con
gress the Department of Agriculture shall 
not conduct any further statewide roadless 
area review and evaluation of national 
forest system lands in the State of North 
Carolina for the purpose of determining 
their suitability for inclusion in the Nation
al Wilderness Preservation System. 

SEc. 6. <a> In furtherance of the purposes 
of the Wilderness Act, the following lands 
shall be reviewed by the Secretary of Agri
culture as to their suitability for preserva
tion as wilderness-
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<1> certain lands in the Pisgah National 

Forest which comprise approximately seven 
thousand one hundred and thirty-eight 
acres, as generally depicted on a map enti
tled "Harper Creek Wilderness Study Area", 
dated July 1983, and which shall be known 
as the Harper Creek Wilderness Study Area; 

<2> certain lands in the Pisgah National 
Forest which comprise approximately five 
thousand seven hundred and eight acres, as 
generally depicted on a map entitled "Lost 
Cove Wilderness Study Area", dated July 
1983, and which shall be known as the Lost 
Cove Wilderness Study Area; 

<3> certain lands in the Nantahala Nation
al Forest which comprise approximately 
three thousand two hundred acres, as gener
ally depicted on a map entitled "Overflow 
Wilderness Study Area", dated July 1983, 
and which shall be known as the Overflow 
Wilderness Study Area; 

<4> certain lands in the Nantahala Nation
al Forest which comprise approximately 
five thousand four hundred and ninety 
acres, as generally depicted on a map enti
tled "Snowbird Wilderness Study Area", 
dated July 1983, and which shall be known 
as the Snowbird Wilderness Study Area; and 

(5) certain lands in the Pisgah National 
Forest which comprise approximately one 
thousand two hundred and eighty acres, as 
generally depicted on a map entitled 
"Craggy Mountain Wilderness Study Area 
Extension", dated July 1983, and which are 
hereby incorporated in the Craggy Moun
tain Wilderness Study Area as designated by 
Public Law 93-622. 
The entire Craggy Mountain Wilderness 
Study Area, including the study area desig
nated by Public Law 93-622 shall be admin
istered in accordance with subsection <b> 
until the Congress determines otherwise. 
The Secretary shall submit a report and 
findings to the President regarding the 
review under this section, and the President 
shall submit his recommendations regarding 
the areas specified in paragraphs < 1 > 
through <5> to the Congress of the United 
States no later than three years after the 
date of enactment of this Act. 

(b) Subject to valid existing rights, the 
wilderness study areas designated by this 
section shall, until Congress determines oth
erwise, be administered by the Secretary of 
Agriculture so as to maintain their present
ly existing wilderness character and poten
tial for inclusion in the National Wilderness 
Preservation System.e 

ADDRESS TO THE CENTRAL 
COALITION ON AGING 

HON. IKE SKELTON 
OF MISSOURI 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, September 27, 1983 
e Mr. SKELTON. Mr. Speaker, last 
week, I had the priviledge of conven
ing a field hearing of the House Select 
Committee on Aging in Jefferson City 
and in Clinton. The topic of the hear
ing was "The Economic of Aging: A 
Need for Pre-Retirement Planning." It 
was most appropriate for this congres
sional committee to meet in Missouri 
because our State has one of the larg
est percentages of senior citizens in 
the United States. We rank fifth na
tionally. And in our particular area of 
Missouri, we find a population that is 
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both elderly and low-income-28 per
cent of our population is elderly and a 
total of 70 percent of the population 
earns less than $4,860 per year accord
ing to the pre-1980 Missouri census 
statistics. 

The purpose of the hearing was to 
learn how w~ as a nation can become 
better prepared for old age by plan
ning for changes in our personal fi
nances, housing, nutritional and medi
cal needs, employment, and personal 
relationships. We were fortunate to 
hear from five experts on aging who 
are familiar with the hard facts and 
figures, and from eight Missouri senior 
citizens who told us about their own 
experiences with the expenses of 
growing older. 

I felt the hearing was a great suc
cess. Through the thoughtful testimo
ny of our witnesses, we were able to to 
get a comprehensive picture of the fi
nancial problems of those who are 
living on a fixed income, who are often 
limited in their physical capabilites, 
and who in many cases cannot count 
on help from an extended family. 

It was the general conclusion that 
there has been an overall tendency to 
underestimate the financial resources 
necessary to maintain a given lifestyle 
during retirement years. Many older 
people have found their housing costs 
to be a greater percent of their gross 
income than the national average
which already stands at 38 percent. 

Health care costs increase with age. 
Presently, a couple on social security 
with medicare deductions and supple
mental tie-in insurance will pay about 
$100 per month. This cost will increase 
as long as health care costs continue 
to be the fastest growing component 
of the Consumer Price Index. They 
are also threatened by the administra
tion's proposals to shift more of the 
costs of medicare to the elderly. 

Adequate nutrition is a vital part of 
maintaining health, and food prices 
are expected to increase as a result of 
our poor harvests this year. 

Transportation is essential for senior 
citizens, yet ownership and mainte
nance of an automobile have more 
than doubled in the last decade. Public 
transportation is often inconvenient or 
not available. 

And heating their homes may be the 
most important expense for our sen
iors to budget for, but rising energy 
costs make this impossible for many. 
Soon, the same may be true of tele
phone rates. 

Because of the uncertainty of being 
able to meet mandatory expenses, 
older Americans often forgo spending 
money on clothing, entertainment, 
and miscellaneous items that could im
prove their quality of life and mental 
attitude. Sadly, depression remains a 
major health risk for the elderly. 
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After defining the specifics of the ec

onomics of aging, what solutions were 
we able to find? There were several. 

First. Education. We tend to think 
of ourselves as forever young. While it 
is desirable to maintain a youthful at
titude, we must not allow future gen
erations to forget that aging is a daily 
process that brings with it certain pre
dictable changes in our physical capa
bilities, employment, family, housing, 
transportation, and medical needs. We 
must challenge our children to ask 
themselves not just "What am I going 
to do when I grow up?" but also, "How 
am I going to provide for myself when 
I grow older?" We should consider of
fering retirement planning courses in 
our schools and colleges and encour
age the public media to promote this 
concept as well. 

Second. Financial planning. Social 
security was designed to be one leg of 
three-legged stool of retirement 
income. Private pensions and savings 
or other accumulated assets comprise 
the other legs. Unfortunately, most 
people forget to plan for these. Today, 
66 percent of senior citizens count on 
social security for their main source of 
income. Many employers offer finan
cial planning assistance, but more 
often than not these programs are 
aimed at upper- and middle-class 
groups. 

Unfortunately, this leaves a large 
number of the low-income and poverty 
levels without education and counsel
ing help. It is these people who need 
the most help in money management. 
This is an area where already estab
lished public service agencies should 
pick up the slack. As Mr. Art Terrel, a 
witness of our hearing, stated: 

It is in reason to calculate that well de
signed and properly implemented retire
ment planning programs in pre-retirement 
can be less costly in prevention than the 
cure obtained through community charities 
and government agencies. This is to say 
nothing about loss of independence, self re
spect and dignity for those who find them
selves needing help. 

Third. Improved efficiency of our 
Nation's retirement income programs, 
A vast array of social programs, along 
with billions of dollars in tax credits 
and income transfers exist for the sole 
purpose of providing an adequate re
tirement income. Social security, sup
plemental security income, medicare, 
medicaid, the Employees Retirement 
Income Security Act, the Older Ameri
cans Act, the tax credit for the elderly, 
the tax treatment of pension contribu
tions, individual retirement accounts, 
the Keogh plan, and the State home
stead exemption laws constitute only 
some of the vehicles through which 
Federal and State efforts attempt to 
protect the income security of older 
Americans. 

In all too many instances, however, 
these efforts work at cross-purposes 
with one another: Older workers are 
given incentives to remain on the job 
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under one program, but they are pe
nalized for working under another. In
centives for asset accumulation under 
tax laws are subverted by overly strin
gent resource tests in many income as
sistance programs. In short, many of 
the programs designed to foster eco
nomic independence among the elder
ly harshly penalize participants for 
thrift, productivity, responsible budg
eting, and receiving assistance from 
other family members. 

No. 4-We must remove obstacles to 
continued part-time employment past 
age 65. This will involve changes of at
titude in the workplace just as much 
as changes in Government policy. 

And, No. 5-We must encourage di
versification of health care services. 
Public policy should support substi
tutes to costly hospitalization, includ
ing nursing home care, hospice, home 
care, and adult day care. Additionally, 
we should develop tax incentives for 
families which provide care for elderly 
parents at home. 

Because Americans are growing 
older as a group, the problem of how 
to provide an adequate income for 
older Americans will become more dif
ficult to solve with the passage of 
time. Today, there are about 26 mil
lion people over the age of 65 in the 
Nation; this figure is expected to 
double by the year 2030. In Missouri, 
the 65-and-over population grew 15.6 
percent during the past decade, while 
the total population grew only 5.1 per
cent. Over the next 40 years, Missou
ri's 65-plus population is expected to 
increase by another 40 percent. we 
have no choice but to address the 
problems of the economics of aging 
and to approach them with creative 
solutions for preretirement planning.e 

BILINGUAL EDUCATION: MYTHS 
AND FACTS 

HON. ROBERT GARCIA 
OF NEW YORK 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, September 27, 1983 
• Mr. GARCIA. Mr. Speaker, periodi
cally, editorials are printed in major 
newspapers condemning bilingual edu
cation. Most often, as was the case 
with the recent New York Times edito
rial, they are fraught with errors, if 
not downright lies. 

Raul Yzaguirre of the National 
Council of La Raza has brilliantly re
sponded to the Times article outlining 
the facts which the Times chose to 
ignore. l recommend the letter to my 
colleagues. 

NATIONAL COUNCIL OF LA RAZA, 
Washington, D .C., September 15, 1983. 

Mr. MAx FRANKEL, 
The New York Times, 
New York, N.Y. 

DEAR MR. FRANKEL: It was with much as
tonishment that I read the editorial "Si 
Quiere Promover English" on September 23, 
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1983. The editorial is so full of misinforma
tion that it hardly fits into the New York 
Times tradition of being news that is "fit to 
print." 

The editorial contains many serious factu
al errors about bilingual education, the cur
rent federal bilingual education legislation, 
the Administration's proposals to amend 
the Bilingual Act, and the Twentieth Centu
ry Fund's recommendations on bilingual 
education. At best, the editorial staff did 
not check the facts; at worst, the editorial is 
a deliberate public slander of bilingual edu
cation. 

I do not understand why the Times has in
terpreted bilingual to mean monolingual. 
For clarification, bilingual programs are 
those in which two languages, one of which 
is English, are used for instructional pur
poses. The only programs funded by the 
federal government according to the current 
statute are those which are transitional and 
have English language components. The 
majority of these programs rely heavily on 
English; 64% of bilingual teachers report 
using English as a language of instruction 
for 75% or more of the time. English is 
being strongly promoted under the current 
legislation. The Reagan Administration's 
proposals would not help promote English 
as the Times alleges. Rather these propos
als, which are budget cuts thinly cloaked in 
public policy, would deny desperately 
needed language services thousands of chil
dren. The overwhelming majority of chil
dren of limited English proficiency in this 
country receive absolutely no special in
structional help-not bilingual education, 
not English as a Second Language, not any
thing. The Reagan proposals would simply 
add more children to those who receive no 
help-hardly a way to help children learn 
English. 

It is ironic that while the Times editorial 
page is advocating that limited English pro
ficient children receive monolingual English 
Instruction, its Education Section is busily 
singing the praises of Spanish/English bilin
gual programs for majority children. It 
seems that the Times feels that majority 
children should enjoy the academic and eco
nomic benefits of being bilingual, but lan
guage minority children should be content 
with monolingual education-a strategy 
that has failed Hispanic children for genera
tions. 

I am submitting the attached article for 
publication in the Times as a guest editorial 
or an opinion piece. The article lists the edi
torial's most serious errors, and provides 
factual information which any investigation 
should have uncovered. Not only does the 
Times owe its readers an apology for print
ing a piece of creative fiction in the guise of 
a carefully and intelligently prepared edito
rial, its editorial board also has the responsi
bility to set the record straight. Printing the 
attached article will help in this endeavor. 
The information should also help Times' 
editorial staff prepare a better informed 
analysis of federal bilingual education 
policy and the Reagan Administration's ini
tiatives. I will look forward to seeing a re
traction of this error-ridden editorial. 

Sincerely, 
RAUL YZAGUIRRE, President. 

Enclosure. 

"SI QUIERE PROMOVER ENGLISH": A FACTUAL 
RESPONSE TO THE NEW YORK TIMES 

The trouble with editorials on bilingual 
education is that they tend to more closely 
resemble creative fiction than carefully pre-
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pared, fact-based analyses. The New York 
Times unfortunately became a part of this 
tradition with the September 13, 1983 publi
cation of "Si Quiere Promover English." As 
the title of the editorial suggests, the major
ity of children enrolled in bilingual educa
tion programs are Hispanic-the nation's 
most undereducated group of children. Bi
lingual education programs are strongly 
supported by the Hispanic community as a 
means of ensuring that Hispanic children 
become fully literate in English, and master 
other subjects taught in the schools. 

Bilingual education programs are also sup
ported by non-Hispanics; a recent Columbia 
University survey found that almost two
thirds of non-Hispanics surveyed favored bi
lingual education programs in the public 
schools. These people apparently under
stand something that Times editorial writ
ers do not, namely that bilingual programs 
use two languages-one of which is Eng
lish-and that they exist because monolin
gual programs have failed to educate gen
erations of Hispanic children. 

The Times editorial is so full of errors and 
misleading statements about bilingual edu
cation that it demands a factual response. 
Eleven of the most glaring misstatements 
are addressed below. 

Times Statement: "The trouble with 
much 'bilingual' education is that it isn't bi
lingual. Too often it's a program to teach 
children math, social studies and science in 
their native language without any genuine 
effort to help them function in English as 
soon as possible." 

Fact: Research does not support the 
notion that bilingual programs are actually 
monolingual in the native language. In fact, 
the reverse is often true. In most bilingual 
programs, the preponderance of instruction 
is in English. The most recent national 
study of services delivered to limited Eng
lish proficient children, the 1978 Children's 
English and Services Study, found that 
many students in bilingual programs actual
ly receive more hours of structured English 
instruction that do students in English-only 
programs. In fact, 64% of all bilingual 
teachers reported using English as a lan
guage of instruction at least 75% of the 
time. 

Times Statement: "That moving children 
into English instruction is desirable should 
be beyond debate." <emphasis added) 

Fact: This is a moot issue. In fact, it is 
beyond debate, and has been federal policy 
for quite some time. This provision is part 
of the federal Bilingual Education Act 
<Title VII of the Elementary and Secondary 
Education Act, as amended in 1978> and, ac
cording to the law, the only programs eligi
ble to compete for funds are those in which: 
there is instruction given in, and study of, 
English, and to the extent necessary to 
allow a child to achieve competence in the 
English language, the native language of 
the children of limited English proficiency. 
<Sec. 703<a><4><A>(i) of Public Law 95-561> 

Furthermore, the statute states that the 
"objective of the program shall be to assist 
children of limited English proficiency to 
improve their English language skills." <Sec. 
703<a><4><B> There is nothing new here; ev
eryone is in agreement that children be 
fully proficient in English and able to take 
full advantage of educational opportunities. 
The Times' implication that advocates of bi
lingual education disagree misleads the gen
eral public. 

Times Statement: The "bill the Reagan 
Administration has submitted to Congress 
. . . would let local school systems decide 
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how to best achieve the goal. But it would 
stop requiring that youngsters be taught in 
their native tongue." 

Fact: The editorial writers seem to have 
confused Title VII of the Elementary and 
Secondary Education Act-a competitive, ca
tegorial funding program-with the Title VI 
of the Civil Rights Act of 1964, which re
quires districts to implement programs to 
meet the unique educational needs of lan
guage minority children. Title VII does not 
require school districts to do anything. The 
legislation simply defines what sorts of pro
grams are to be implemented by districts 
that choose to apply for the funds. Not sur
prisingly, the Bilingual Education Act was 
created to fund bilingual education pro
grams. Schools are not forced to apply for 
Title VII money; however, if they choose to 
compete for funds to implement a bilingual 
education program, they are expected to 
comply with the legislation and implement 
programs using both English and the child's 
native language. The exact use of each lan
guage is left up to the local school districts. 
This is no different from asking districts 
that apply for Headstart funds to imple
ment Headstart programs. The Times badly 
misrepresented the Title VII legislation. 

Times Statement: " ... the proposed law 
would stop denying Federal aid to districts 
that choose to immerse them in mostly Eng
lish studies." . 

Fact: "Federal aid" is not denied to dis
tricts for choosing to immerse students in 
mostly English studies." First of all, many 
types of federal aid are given to school dis
tricts; Title VII is not only, or anywhere 
near the largest, source of federal funds for 
school districts. Funds from Chapter 1 of 
the Education Consolidation and Improve
ment Act of 1981 are available for language 
assistance programs for limited English pro
ficient <LEP> children, and serve far more 
LEP children than do Title VII funds. Sec
ondly, schools choosing to develop "mostly" 
English programs are eligible to compete for 
Title VII funds. The law specifies only that 
English and the native language be used-it 
does not specify how much instructional 
time must be spent in the native language. 
The only school districts which are ineligi
ble to compete for Title VII funds are those 
which refuse to use any amount of the chil
dren's native language for instruction. 

Times Statement: "Flexibility in approach 
was the clear intent of Congress 15 years 
ago when it passed the Bilingual Education 
Act to support any new and imaginative pro
gram for non-English speaking students." 

Fact: The Times omitted to state that 
these new and imaginative programs were 
always to use the child's native language 
and English. Over the years the Title VII 
statute has been modified to place greater 
emphasis on one language-English. The 
1974 amendments to Title VII limited the 
use of the children's native language by 
specifying that native language was to be 
used only " to the extent necessary to allow 
a child to progress effectively through the 
educational system." The statute was fur
ther narrowed in 1978, when use of the 
native language was to be used only "to the 
extent necessary to allow a child to achieve 
competence in the English language." The 
next three sentences in this paragraph of 
the Times editorial, presumably examples of 
changes in Title VII, are actually actions by 
the Office of Civil Rights and the Supreme 
Court pursuant to Title VI of the Civil 
Rights Act of 1964-not Title VII. 

Times Statement: The Supreme Court 
" . . . directed schools to create special pro
grams in foreign languages." 
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Fact: The Supreme Court, in Lau v. Nich

ols stated: "No specific remedy is urged 
upon us. Teaching English to the students 
of Chinese ancestry who do not speak the 
language is one choice. Giving instructions 
to this group in Chinese is another. There 
may be others. Petitioners ask only that the 
Board of Education be directed to apply its 
expertise to the problem and rectify the sit
uation." <414 U.S. at 564-65.) 

Times Statement: "In 1975, the civil rights 
office directed that districts had to develop 
"bilingual" programs; an all-English pro
gram no longer qualified for support. 

Fact: In 1975, in the aftermath of the Lau 
decision, the then Department of Health, 
Education and Welfare's Office of Civil 
Rights <OCR> issued guidelines for school 
districts. These guidelines were for the pur
pose of helping districts comply with Title 
VI of the Civil Rights Act and had nothing 
to do with eligibility for Title VII funding. 
The guidelines required that districts dem
onstrate that they were taking affirmative 
steps to make their educational programs 
effective in ensuring equal educational op
portunity for limited English proficient stu
dents. These remedies did not mandate bi
lingual education-English as a Second Lan
guage <ESL> was endorsed as one of five ac
ceptable options at the intermediate and 
high school level. Although the guidelines 
did reject reliance solely on English as a 
Second Language program at the elementa
ry level, they did not require bilingual edu
cation. Districts were free to propose and 
implement other approaches, and the Office 
of Civil Rights did approve some all-English 
compliance plans. 

Times Statement: "Some teachers in the 
[bilingual] programs are themselves inad
equate in English." 

Fact: As many of the recent reports and 
commissions have stated, some teachers in 
all sorts of programs are inadequately pre
pared-hence the move toward teacher com
petency testing, improved teacher training 
programs and increased pay to attract 
better qualified candidates. With respect to 
federally supported bilingual education pro
grams, the statute defines eligible programs 
as those using the most qualified available 
personnel, including only those personnel 
who are proficient in the language of in
struction and in English. Although funded 
districts promise to comply with this provi
sion, teachers are hired and paid by the 
local school districts, which vary in their 
teacher selection and evaluation methods 
and standards. Far more districts have em
ployed monolingual English speakers as bi
lingual classroom teachers than have em
ployed limited English proficient teachers. 
Most often limited English proficient indi
viduals are hired as aides, or as team-teach
ers responsible only for native language in
struction. The hiring of non-bilingual indi
viduals <both English monolinguals and lim
ited English proficient persons> is primarily 
the result of the shortage of trained bilin
gual teachers. Teacher training funds were 
included in Title VI in 1974, in recognition 
of the need to increase the pool of trained 
teachers. Research indicates that the major
ity of teachers using a non-English language 
for instruction are native English speakers. 
The 1980-81 Teachers' Language Skills 
Survey reported that teachers in Title VII 
programs comprise about 40% of all teach
ers using a non-English language in instruc
tion. Teachers in Title VII programs are 
about twice as likely as the total group of 
teachers using a non-English language to 
have had formal training in teaching Eng-
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lish as a Second Language and teaching con
tent through the non-English language. 

Times Statement: "The foreign-language 
teachers and bilingual managers have devel
oped a vested interest in preserving their en
rollments." 

Fact: First of all, in current educational 
Jargon, "foreign-language" teachers are 
those who teach a second language to fluent 
English speakers. These individuals are usu
ally found in secondary schools teaching 
French, German, Spanish, Latin, etc. Bilin
gual teachers have no more vested interest 
in preserving their enrollments than does a 
chemistry or Latin teacher. However, unlike 
the Latin teacher, bilingual teachers are in 
less danger of losing their Jobs if enroll
ments drop. Certification requirements in 
most states are such that most elementary 
school bilingual teachers are fully qualified 
to teach in non-bilingual classrooms. Fur
thermore, there is a tremendous nationwide 
shortage of blllngual teachers, with some 
districts <such as Houston, Texas> giving 
salary bonuses for bilingual certification, so 
jobs in other districts are not hard to find 
for this group of teachers. Finally, in Title 
VII projects, the money is not awarded on a 
per-child, entitlement basis as in Chapter 1. 
The project is funded for a specific period of 
time and the district does not lose funds 
when a child is "mainstreamed." 

Times Statement: "A study for the Twen
tieth Century Fund this year went so far to 
urge the Federal Government to stop sup
porting billngual education. It argued for 
'immersion' in English language study and 
special help in other subjects when needed." 

Fact: In fact, the Twentieth Century 
Fund did not recommend "immersion" pro
grams. The recommendation on bilingual 
education stated that: the Task Force rec
ommends that federal funds now going to 
bilingual programs be used to teach non
English-speaking children how to speak, 
read, and write English." This recommenda
tion reflects a misunderstanding about fed
eral bilingual education programs whose 
primary purpose is to help limited English 
proficient children achieve competency in 
English <Section 703<a><4><A> of the Bilin
gual Education Act). In fact, Task Force 
member Dr. Carlos Hortas of Hunter Col
lege in New York City dissented from the 
recommendation, saying: "It is unquestion
able that all students must learn to speak, 
read, and write English in order to function 
in our society. Nonetheless, bilingual pro
grams in which children are taught in Eng
lish and in their native language are essen
tial if we are to provide a healthy learning 
environment for children of limited English 
ability." 

Dr. Hortas further stated that "no bilin
gual program in the United States promotes 
another language as a substitute for Eng
lish. In fact, intensive English instruction is 
a part of every bilingual program." Further
more, the Chairman of the Task Force, Dr. 
Robert Wood, this week sent a clarifying 
message to hearings on bilingual education 
conducted by the House of Representatives 
stating that the Task Force did not advo
cate "immersion" over bilingual education, 
and in fact reiterated the value of bilingual 
education program. Public comments laud
ing "immersion" have indeed been made by 
Task Force member Dr. Diane Ratvich, but 
Dr. Ratvich does not speak for the Task 
Force, and her recommendations were not 
stated in the report. 

Times Statement: "Far from eliminating 
bilingual programs, as its critics charge, the 
[Administration's] bill would make profi-
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ciency in English a primary requirement for 
bilingual teachers, refine the requirements 
for evaluating bilingual programs, and let 
school districts decide whether their non
English speakers are best served by "immer
sion" courses or transitional training in 
native languages. 

Fact: What the Reagan Administration's 
bill actually proposes is a $43.5 million re
duction in funding for a program that is al
ready so underfunded that each year it 
funds only about half of the applications 
submitted. The bill also proposes that sepa
rate funding for the highly successful bilin
gual vocational training programs be elimi
nated. On top of these funding cuts, the Ad
ministration would then allow monolingual 
approaches to compete for the scarce re
maining money available for bilingual edu
cation. While the bill does not technically 
eliminate federal assistance for bilingual 
education, it maims the program by diluting 
the resoruces. The bill also contains a fea
ture common to other Administration meas
ures; it cosmetically reduces the need by re
defining the "truly needy." In this case, the 
Administration proposes to serve only a 
small subset of those children who are limit
ed in English proficiency. In addition to fail
ing to note the bill's major provisions, the 
Times' three claims about the bill's benefits 
are also misleading: 

Proficiency in English is already a pri
mary requirement for bilingual teachers; 

The Administration's legislation contains 
no requirements for evaluating bilingual 
programs; and 

Districts can already decide what ap
proach is best for their students. Only those 
districts which choose to design bilingual 
programs and compete for Title VII funds 
are bound by the requirements that their 
programs utilize English and the native lan
guage. 

It is inconceivable that the Times would 
label this bill as the wisest course for those 
who hope to promote learning English. It is 
a wise course only if one if interested in re
ducing the meager educational opportuni
ties available to limited English proficient 
children and slashing the resources avail
able to districts which have chosen to imple
ment dual-language programs.e 

THE SIMPSON/MAZZOLI IMMI
GRATION AND REFORM ACT 
OF 1983 

HON. JUUAN C. DIXON 
OF CALIFORNIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, September 27, 1983 

• Mr. DIXON. Mr. Speaker, an issue 
of particualr concern in Los Angeles is 
the Simpson/Mazzoli Immigration and 
Reform Act of 1983. 

Although it is agreed that immigra
tion reform is needed, and that Sena
tor SIMPSON and Representative MAz
zoLI have done a commendable job in 
trying to develop a workable solution, 
the legislation pending before the 
House will not accomplish fair and 
compassionate reform. 

I would like to share with my col
leagues a statement supported by sev
eral religious leaders and organiza
tions under the auspices of the Episco
pal Diocese of Los Angeles. Although I 
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do not necessarily embrace all of its 
recommendations, it properly high
lights many of the criticisms voiced by 
my constituents. These are legitimate 
concerns which must be considered if 
the House takes up the Simpson/Maz
zoli legislation. 

The text of statement follows: 
September 16, 1983. 

STATEMENT 

We, the undersigned religious leaders in 
the Los Angeles area, convened by Cannon 
Oliver Garver of the Episcopal Diocese of 
Los Angeles, are deeply opposed to the pos
sible enactment of the Simpson/Mazzoli Im
migration and Reform Act of 1983. 

We have a special interest in the outcome 
of this legislation, since Los Angeles has the 
largest population of immigrants and refu
gees, both documented and undocumented, 
of any city in the United States. 

We do not believe that this important leg
islation has been properly presented for 
public debate, particularly within the im
pacted minority communities. While Con
gressional hearings have been held, repre
sentatives of the immigrant and minority 
groups which will be most affected by this 
legislation have not been adequately heard. 

We believe that immigration reform legis
lation is needed. However, we are of the 
view that the Simpson-Mazzoli legislation 
would be a major step away from achieving 
this goal. In our judgment, immigration 
reform must address the following: a broad 
and humane amnesty proposal under which 
undocumented immigrants presently living 
in the United States can qualify; elimina
tion of the massive visa backlogs; humaniza
tion of the treatment of undocumented im
migrants and applicants for political asylum 
<including access to essential social services>; 
preservation and expansion of the family re
unification programs; and, elimination of 
the temporary worker programs. 

Instead of accomplishing these objectives, 
we believe that the Simpson/Mazzoli legisla
tion would cause: 

1. Massive increases in the importation 
and inevitable exploitation of temporary 
workers; 

2. Significant increases in the existing 
back-logs of visa applications; 

3. Cut-backs in the already minimal, but 
essential, due process rights in proceedings 
before the Immigration and Naturalization 
Service; 

4. An ineffective "amnesty" program 
which will deny legalization to the great 
majority of undocumented workers, while 
creating a massive pool of exploitable "tem
porary resident" workers, and threatening 
thousands of immigrant families with mass 
deportations; 

5. Reduction of lawful immigration for 
family reunification purposes, while increas
ing lawful immigration opportunities for 
those of wealth <in our opinion this will 
simply increase the number of immigrants 
entering the United States without docu
ments>; and 

6. Discrimination against minorities and 
unnecessary hardships for U.S. employers, 
labor unions and employees, through imple
mentation of the employer sanctions pro
gram. 

For all of the above reasons, we urge that 
further Congressional consideration of a 
comprehensive overhaul of the Immigration 
and Nationality Act be deferred in this Con
gress. 
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We urge your opposition to the Simpson/ 

Mazzoll legislation, and hope that a more 
humane and comprehensive bill can be pre
pared for and considered in the next Con
gress. 

Sincerely Yours, 
Most Reverend Juan Arzube, Roman 

Catholic Archdiocese, Los Angeles; 
Bishop Stanley E. Olson, Pacific 
Southwest Synod, Lutheran Church in 
America; Reverend Eugene C. Bouti
lier, Executive Director, So. California 
Ecumenical Council; Mark Ridley
Thomas, Exec. Director, Southern 
Christian Leadership Conference/Los 
Angeles; Dr. Charles A. Malotte, Exec
utive Pastor, Southern California 
Region, Christian Church <Disciples of 
Christ>; The Rev. Canon Morris 
Samuel, Cathedral Congregation, Epis
copal Diocese of Los Angeles; Dr. Igna
cio Castuera, Los Angeles District Su
perintendent, United Methodist 
Church; The Reverend Bryan Jones, 
Co-Rector, Epiphany Parish, Episco
pal Diocese of Los Angeles; Father 
John D. Noble, Hispanic Commission, 
Episcopal Diocese of Los Angeles; The 
Rev. Canon Oliver B. Garver, Jr., As
sistant to the Bishop, Episcopal Dio
cese of Los Angeles; The Rev. Dr. 
Thomas Kilgore, Jr., Pastor, Second 
Baptist Church of Los Angeles; Presi
dent, The Black Agenda; Dr. George 
Cole, Assoc. Executive, Synod of 
Southern California & Hawaii, Presby
terian Church, U.S.A.; Dr. Elias 
Galvan, Executive, Council of Minis
tries, Pacific Southwest Conference, 
United Methodist Church; Mardy 
Olivas, American Bible Society; Dr. 
Fred P. Register, Conference Minister, 
Southern California Conference, 
United Church of Christ; Reverend 
Norman S. Johnson, Pastor, Greater 
Faith Baptist Church; and Reverends 
Philip Zwerling and John Marsh, First 
Unitarian Church of Los Angeles.e 

H.R. 1010 

HON •. LARRY J. HOPKINS 
OF KENTUCKY 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, September 27, 1983 
e Mr. HOPKINS. Mr. Speaker, I was 
not present in the House today, Tues
day, September 27, during consider
ation and final passage of <H.R. 1010), 
the Coal Slurry Pipeline Act of 1983. I 
was attending the funeral of my 
father-in-law, Lawrence Pennebaker, 
in Paducah, Ky. Had I been present, I 
would have voted in favor of this bill. 

I am supporting this legislation for 
several basic reasons. First, and fore
most, this bill offers the battered elec
tric consumer real hope for lower utili
ty bills. In some cases the cost of 
transportation represents as much as 
75 percent of the delivered price of a 
shipment of coal to a utility company. 
This cost is passed along to the util
ity's customers in their monthly elec
tric bills. If the coal slurry pipeline 
can reduce those transportation costs, 
then I believe Congress has the re
sponsibility to make sure such pipe
lines can be built. 

EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS 
Nothing speaks plainer than the 

facts and we have already witnessed 
the potential of a coal slurry pipeline 
to reduce transportation costs. Just re
cently two railroads and a coal slurry 
pipeline bid on a long-term contract to 
supply coal to Arkansas Power and 
Light Co. In announcing its decision to 
sign a 20 year contract with one of the 
railroads, Arkansas Power calculated a 
direct savings of $16.5 billion to its 
customers as a result of very favorable 
contract terms. The president of the 
utility stated that the mere possibility 
of competition from a slurry pipeline
even one which has not been built 
yet-was a significant factor in getting 
the railroads to offer such favorable 
terms. That is the type of competition 
which benefits the consumer and that 
is what is important to me. 

Congress has repeatedly declared 
that reduction of our dangerous de
pendence on foreign supplies of energy 
by increasing our production and use 
of American coal, is a national priori
ty. The coal slurry pipeline is this 
Congress' opportunity to prove it be
lieves in that priority. A strong and 
competitive transportation system, 
consisting of railroads and slurry pipe
lines, will help the United States de
velop its coal reserves more quickly 
and increase this country's energy self
sufficiency. 

I think it is important to note that 
this bill simply gives coal slurry pipe
lines a chance to compete. It does not 
place on the taxpayers the burden of 
paying for the multimillion dollar con
struction costs of a pipeline. Those 
companies choosing to build a pipeline 
will have to find their own capital to 
finance construction. In this country, 
competition and private initiative are 
the very foundation on which we have 
grown and prospered for the last 200 
years. If Congress still believes in 
these principles we should allow every
one to have the opportunity to com
pete. This legislation simply gives coal 
slurry pipelines a chance to prove 
themselves in the marketplace. 

Allegations have been made that the 
construction of coal slurry pipelines 
will cause a significant loss of jobs in 
the railroad industry because the pipe
lines will take away a large portion of 
the railroads' profitable coal hauling 
business. Nothing could be further 
from the truth and the Arkansas 
Power and Light deal proves the point 
once again. A railroad won that con
tract, not a pipeline. The railroads 
proved they· do not have to lose busi
ness to pipelines, j\ist that they will 
not longer be able to take that busi
ness for granted. 

Further, coal production is expected 
to increase substantially over the next 
several years. According to the Depart
ment of Energy, even if all of the pro
posed coal slurry pipelines were to be 
built and were to operate at maximum 
capacity, they still could not transport 
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all of the increase in coal production 
let alone take away some percentage 
of the market that railroads already 
have. In other words, there is room in 
the coal transportation market for 
both railroads and slurry pipelines and 

· both ought to have the opportunity to 
compete. 

In conclusion, Mr. Speaker, coal 
slurry pipelines are an idea whose time 
has come. The marketplace will ulti
mately decide whether they are com
petitive and whether they will survive 
but the Congress, today, will decide 
whether they even have a chance to 
try. Again, had it not been for the ex
traordinary circumstances of my 
father-in-law's death, I would have 
cast my vote in favor of H.R. 1010.e 

UNIVERSITY HELPS SAVE A 
FACTORY FROM DOOM 

HON. RICHARD C. SHELBY 
OF ALABAMA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, September 27, 1983 
e Mr. SHELBY. Mr. Speaker, in years 
past, ports and portages provided out
lets for the commercial development 
from which this country prospered. 
Trade, transportation, finance, and 
manufacturing all started in or around 
such openings to the world. Today, 
with the advent of advanced modern 
technology and the realization that in
formation is a country's ultimate 
power source, it is becoming apparant 
that our universities and colleges are 
the ports and conduits of future com
mercial development. Brain power, not 
river power, is fast rendering our tradi
tional assumptions about commerce 
obsolete. 

In a world that too often forgets the 
educational roots from which our 
prosperity is derived, we are some
times awakened by the sleeping giant 
of academia. Recent instances have 
shown that higher education, that bas
tion of erudite esoterics, has climbed 
down from its ivory tower of anonymi
ty with an entrepreneurial vengence 
worthy of any venture capitalist. 

Accordingly, I commend to the at
tention of my colleagues a recent arti
cle in the New York Times which out
lines just how the University of Ala
bama has joined in the descent from 
the tower. 

The article follows: 
[From the New York Times, Sept. 26, 19831 

UNIVERSITY HELPs SAVE A FACTORY FROM 
DooM 

<By William E. Schinidt> 
TuscALoosA, ALA. Sept. 20.-Last fall, the 

betting among the 200 workers employed at 
the Rochester Products carburetor plant 
here was that they would be out of work 
before Christmas. 

The General Motors Corporation said the 
small factory, which has made replacement 
carburetors for G.M. cars for 20 years, was 
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no longer profitable. Even after carrying 
out $1.5 million worth of cost-cutting meas
ures, G.M. said it would have to trim yet an
other $500,000 a year from the operating 
budget of the Rochester Products plant to 
keep it open. 

That is when officials of G.M. and the 
United Automobile Workers joined commu
nity leaders in asking the University of Ala
bama, the community's largest employer 
and its dominant institution for help. 

The university agreed in January to an 
experimental program in which it would 
send its students and faculty into the plant 
over three years to find ways to streamline 
operations, cut costs and make the factory 
more competitive. 

In a joint announcement involving the 
company and the union, the university re
ported this month that it had already iden
tified $470,000 in annual cost savings that 
the automobile maker had promised to 
carry out. In addition, the university said it 
had projects under review that had the po
tential of shaving $175,000 more in annual 
costs. 

"What this all means is that this factory 
is going to stay open," said Tom Gilligan, 
the plant manager. "It means we're going to 
be here for a long time." 

In fact, company officials said the experi
ment had been so successful that the com
pany would explore ways to move a new 
product line to Tuscaloosa. 

The proposed savings involve a variety of 
innovations devised by students and faculty 
members, ranging from a plan to cut energy 
costs by recycling ground water through the 
factory's cooling system to a new electronic 
surveillance system to reduce security costs. 

The plan also involves efforts to use the 
university and its facilities to involve em
ployees in developing new cost-cutting tech
nology. In one program, Kennedy Jones, a 
graduate engineering student at the univer
sity, is working with plant employees on 
building and designing an automated pack
aging system. 

In addition, the university has begun of
fering basic computer courses to plant em
ployees. 

Some of the university's projects have 
been financed by General Motors, which 
has guaranteed the school $250,000 a year 
in grants and scholarships to continue its re
search. 

The agreement earlier this year came at a 
time when unemployment statewide was 
nearly 16 percent, the highest in the nation. 

"In the beginning, a lot of the employees 
were afraid the whole program was going to 
cost us some jobs," said Grady Cook, a 
union official at the factory. "But these stu
dents have worked out just fine. The main 
thing is, the plant is going to stay open." 

None of the measures proposed so far will 
force any reduction in the existing work 
force. 

Since January 75 students and several 
dozen faculty members, mostly from the 
College of Engineering and the College of 
Commerce and Business Administration, 
have been working at the plant. Many of 
the students work 20 hours a week and are 
paid the minimum wage. 

Mr. Gilligan says General Motors original
ly sought the involvement of university offi
cials as part of a larger experiment in how 
to make small, remote plants more efficient 
and competitive. 

"Quite candidly, the plant was going to be 
closed anyhow," said Mr. Gilligan. "So here 
was the perfect opportunity to experiment. 
And it worked." 

EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS 
When the agreement was announced in 

January, the plant was described by G.M. as 
an "applied research facility" and an experi
mental model for the "factory of the 
future." 

University officials are also delighted with 
results of the program, which affords stu
dents operating experience in an industrial 
setting. 

In one instance, students from the univer
sity's home economics department have 
been using the factory to test the durability 
of fabrics worn by workers. Meanwhile, stu
dent nurses are helping to staff the plant's 
medical stations. 

The program was not without risk for the 
university. Under the agreement, the uni
versity pledged to pay General Motors 
$500,000 a year for access to the plant. Then 
any cost savings that the university found 
would be deducted from the rent. 

"If we had failed, at the end of three 
years we would have ended up owing $1.5 
million in rent and the plant would close 
down anyhow," said Dr. Joab Thomas, the 
president of the University of Alabama, 
"not to mention the fact that there would 
have been an active search committee here 
at the university looking for my successor." 

SUCCESS TO BRING PAYOFF 

The early success of the plan will also 
mean that plant employees each will get 
back nearly $1,500 that workers had allowed 
to be deducted from paychecks since Jan. 1 
to help pay the costs. 

Dr. Thomas said he saw the opportunity 
to participate in the industrial experiment 
as one way to put into practice his personal 
philosophy that higher education can do 
more to contribute to the economic develop
ment of a region. 

"In the next five years, I think you'll see 
an explosion of this kind of activity, and the 
development a new coalition involving busi
ness and universities," said Dr. Thomas, 
adding that the university had already been 
approached by other industries. 

Local civic officials also raised $75,000 to 
help get the project off the ground. 

"Here was an opportunity for the univer
sity to come down from its ivory tower and 
do something besides write erudite articles 
that nobody reads," said Dr. J. Barry 
Mason, a professor in the university's busi
ness school and head of the overall cost-sav
ings task force. "What we've set up here can 
help attract industry and get the area 
moving again."e 

YOU BE PRESIDENT: AFRICA'S 
PROBLEMS TRANSCEND LEAD
ERS 

HON. LES AuCOIN · 
OF OREGON 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, September 27, 1983 

• Mr. AuCOIN. Mr. Speaker, this is 
the last in a series of six recently pub
lished articles on sub-Saharan Africa 
written by Nicholas D. Kristof, a 
Rhodes scholar from Yamhill, Oreg. 

The article follows: 
[From the Oregonian, May 28, 19821 

AFRICA'S PROBLEMS TRANSCEND LEADERS 

<By Nicholas D. Kristof> 
ACCRA, GHANA.-Suppose for a moment 

you were president of Ghana. This country, 
once called the Gold Coast, is rich in natu-
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ral resources-gold, timber, bauxite and fer
tile land-yet the economy is stagnant and 
the people are getting poorer. Your task is 
to reverse the country's decline. If you fail, 
you may be deposed and shot. 

That is the position in which many lead
ers of Mrican countries find themselves. Ev
erybody knows the economic and political 
mire in which these nations are stuck. But 
the problems all too often are glibly attrib
uted to government incompetence and cor
ruption. The stereotype is of a dictator 
whose own stupidity, if not that of his coun
trymen, is responsible for the mess. 

What the stereotypes and glib talk fail to 
portray, however, is the depth of the prob
lem these countries face in modernizing. So 
consider for a moment what you would do 
to extricate your country from the mess. 

First, a bit of information about your 
country, Ghana. It is slightly smaller than 
Oregon and is situated in the bulge of West 
Mrica. Like Oregon, it has beautiful beach
es and a population renowned for friendli
ness. 

That is where the similarities cease. The 
population of Ghana is 12 million, roughly 
five times that of Oregon. The life expen
tency is 49 years <compared with 74 in the 
United States), there are almost 10,000 
people for every doctor <570 in the United 
States) and people consume an average of 
only 1,980 calories per day <3,580 in the 
United States). Beggers are everywhere, dis
ease is rampant, and the children with 
bloated stomachs play naked in the dirt 
streets. 

Shocked by the poverty and suffering, you 
try to take action. You need more doctors, 
but you can't afford them. Sending a stu
dent abroad for medical training would be 
far too costly, and no student can afford it 
on his own. Even opening a medical school 
in your own country is unfeasible. One 
study in 1965 found that in the United 
States the cost to produce one medical 
school graduate was $19,630; in Senegal the 
cost was $84,000. 

So you forget about the doctors. Latrines 
would help enormously in the villages, for 
many diseases are carried in human feces. 
But latrines are expensive, the villagers are 
not used to them, and you have no reliable 
local government to maintain the latrines. 

What you really need, you decide, is 
money so you can afford latrines and doc
tors and other nice things. But where do 
you get money? Ghana has gold, bauxite 
and other minerals, but your interior minis
ter explains that the country doesn't have 
the proper equipment and technology for 
exploration and mining. Moreover, the in
frastructure is an obstacle: The roads and 
railroads are poor, so it is difficult to get ore 
to ports. 

Perhaps a foreign investor would supply 
the capital, you suggest, but you say it tim
idly because you know how it grates on 
people to see rich foreigners carry off the 
country's resources. But the minister of 
commerce explains icily that no foreign in
vestor would touch Ghana-a succession of 
coups, the infrastructure problem, the 
rampant corruption and a hundred other 
hardships mean you would have to offer so 
many incentives to a foreign investor that 
you would get nothing or practically noth
ing out of the deal. 

But agriculture-surely agriculture offers 
a way out. Ghana once was the world's lead
ing producer of cocoa, and cocoa still pro
vides about 60 percent of export earnings: 
Cocoa production has fallen steadily for 15 
years, the plantations are in terrible shape 
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and the world cocoa price has fallen in 
recent years. 

You sternly call in your agriculture minis
ter and ask why cocoa production has 
fallen. "It's very simple," he says "The 
former governments paid farmers a low 
price for the cocoa, and then the govern
ment sold the cocoa for a high price on the 
world market and kept the difference. The 
farmers weren't paid enough and so they 
have switched to other crops or haven't 
taken care of their cocoa trees." 

"Well, pay them more for cocoa. so the in
centive will be restored," you order petu
lantly, proud of your economic insight. The 
agriculture minister shakes his head and 
sighs: "We did raise the price, but now we 
can't afford to pay them. We have been 
giving them IOUs this spring, and they're 
getting desperate for money." 

You sink lower in your chair and put your 
head in your hands for a moment. You ring 
for your budget officer, who explains that 
government spending is resulting in enor
mous deficits and inflation of about 130 per
cent per year. But where do you cut? 
Health, education and social spending are 
already getting minimal amounts. Even de
fense expenditures amount to only 0.8 per
cent of the gross national product <the pro
portion in the United States is 3.1 percent>. 
The problem simply is that you have little 
money to start with: Taxation doesn't bring 
in much revenue when the people are poor, 
and there is little industry. 

Finally, consider the other constraints on 
what you can do. First of all, the country is 
new and an artificial creation of colonialism, 
with people split into half a dozen tribes 
that speak- different languages. If you are 
president, you probably never went to more 
than a few years of school, and so you are 
baffled and resentful when sophisticated 
foreign advisers drop by with their sugges
tions. 

Western governments don't give you much 
aid, so you tum to the Arab countries, and 
especially Libya. You know that Col. Moam
mar Khadafy may be involved in assassina
tion plots abroad, but so was the CIA, and 
at least Khadafy seems to care for the de
veloping countries. Sure enough, he comes 
through and sends you 500,000 barrels of 
oil, free, along with a few military advisers. 

Bang! You have just been shot by an am
bitious army officer who is staging a coup. 
You are dead. But thanks for playing this 
little game. 

The problems can seem overwhelming, 
enough to take your breath away. If govern
ing Oregon is a challenge, then tackling the 
grinding poverty and stagnant economies of 
developing countries is far more difficult. 

There can still be progress, if not panacea, 
with time, care and help from industrialized 
countries. But it is easier to understand why 
the African countries are doing so poorly 
when one considers their difficulties. When 
one is out of the armchair and in the driv
er's seat, the problems seem greater and the 
options fewer.e 

EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS 
SOVIET UNION DEFECTOR SAYS 

SOVIET DESTRUCTION OF 
KOREAN AIRLINER WAS NO 
ACCIDENT 

HON. FRANK R. WOLF 
OF VIRGINIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, September 27, 1983 
• Mr. WOLF. Mr. Speaker, as people 
from around the world continue their 
outrage at the Soviet Union's shooting 
down of an unarmed civilian airliner, I 
would like to share with my colleagues 
an article by Arkady Shevchenko, the 
highest ranking Soviet diplomat to 
defect to the United States, which ap
peared in the September 19 edition of 
Newsweek on the Korean Air Lines in
cident. 
IT WAs No AcciDENT-A DEFECTOR SAYS 

Moscow's LEADERs ARE CONVINCED THAT 
THE WEST'S CLAMOR WILL SUBSIDE 
<In 1978, with the help of the CIA, Arkady 

Shevchenko became the highest-ranking 
Soviet diplomat to defect to the United 
States. A protege of Andrei Gromyko, he 
had served as under secretary-general at the 
United Nations and had an insider's view of 
Soviet policymaking. Shevchenko's 
thoughts on the 007 affair:> 

One of the most sinister aspects of this 
tragedy is that it was not an accident; it was 
a natural product of the standard function
ing of the Soviet system. But there is more 
significance to that slaughter in the sky 
than Moscow's habitual disregard for 
human life or its obsession with security. It 
reflects Kremlin certitude that Soviet lead
ers can emerge relatively unscathed from 
whatever outrageous behavior they might 
be contemplating. It recalls to me the boast 
I heard on so many occasions: that they 
would "get out of the water dry." 

CONSISTENT 
They have good reason for their confi

dence. The recent uproars over Afghani
stan, Poland and human-rights violations 
have subsided rather quickly, and business 
has resumed almost as usual. While the 
West wavers, the Soviets are nothing if not 
consistent. Their arrogance, their tendency 
to stonewall, to repeat lies and denials is re
inforced by their experience, which has 
taught them that the clamor will cease. 

The Soviet air defense is an independent 
branch of the armed forces headed by a 
deputy minister of defense. In this particu
lar instance, I assume that the local com
mander cleared the matter with the main 
staff of antiaircraft defense in Moscow. It is 
quite possible that someone there got in 
touch with political leaders, perhaps even 
Yuri Andropov. I cannot imagine Andropov 
overruling the military's desire to end the 
intrusion. Were he to do so, his position 
would be seen as fatal weakness. 

The Soviets have an almost fanatical pre
occupation with loss of face. Furthermore, 
in the Soviet system bureaucratic informa
tion often comes out garbled or just plain 
wrong so Andropov might have been im
properly apprised of the identity of the 
plane, if he was told beforehand. There is 
no doubt that there was not enough time to 
convene a Politburo meeting to review the 
situation before choosing a course of action. 
But there is only one body that could ap
prove standing orders under which the trag
edy could have occurred: the Politburo. 
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Soviet response in the KAL incident 

throws into sharp focus some other impor
tant and far-reaching issues pertinent to the 
nuclear age. Could the Kremlin be as reck
less with its nuclear arsenal as it has been in 
its willingness to use its conventional forces? 
Is there a conflict of interest between the 
Soviet political and military leadership? If 
so, is the military getting the upper hand 
and turning the Kremlin toward a kind of 
Bonapartism, as some observers have sug
gested? 

I want to stress that their is no disagree
ment among the Soviet leaders-either po
litical or military-as far as the Kremlin's 
ultimate goals. They believe in the inevita
ble-if eventual-victory of Soviet-style so
cialism. But I have never heard anyone in 
the Soviet leadership speculate even pri
vately among trusted comrades about 
achieving aims through nuclear war. 

At present I do not see how military or se
curity men could usurp the party. It is true 
that the leading troika <Prime Minister Ni
kolai Tikhonov, Foreign Minister Andrei 
Gromyko and Defense Minister Dmitry Us
tinov> consists of bureaucrats or techno
crats, and that their coachman, Andropov, 
is somewhere between a party functionary 
and a bureaucrat. The only "true" party 
man in the leadership, Konstantin Chemen
ko, is apparently in poor health. 

Today's situation in the Kremlin is unique 
in Soviet history. Traditionally, professional 
party apparatchiki have been the predomi
nant force. However, the new composition 
of the top leadership does not constitute a 
trend, but is merely incidental, the after
effect of the death or disgrace of other 
senior party leaders. The party elite, the 
true ruling class of the U.S.S.R., will not 
permit this state of affairs to . continue for 
long: any Bonapartist tendency would im
mediately recall to those high in party 
ranks the cases of Marshal Georgi Zhukov 
and Lavrenty Beria, who attempted to put 
the Army or the security apparatus above 
the party. Indeed, the party bosses have al
ready begun to rectify the anomaly. 

DIALOGUE 

Should the United States and the West 
try to deal with a government with so brutal 
a mentality? Those who advocate severing 
all contacts should not forget that the 
U.S.S.R.'s nuclear and general military po
tential is equal to or in some respects superi
or to that of the United States. The Soviet 
Union and the United States have unprece
dented power to exterminate or to save hu
manity. If we are to avoid cataclysm, it is 
imperative to maintain a dialogue with the 
Kremlin. This dreadful affair should not be 
the spark by which we bum our bridges in 
Soviet-American relations. 

Exchanges between Washington and 
Moscow must continue, but there is an old 
and still true lesson in such exchanges that 
the West must not forget: what the men in 
the Kremlin understand best is military 
might, energetic political determination and 
strength of will. If the West cannot meet 
the Soviet stance with equal determination, 
the Kremlin will continue to bully it.e 
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HON. MICHAEL D. BARNES 
OF MARYLAND 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, September 27, 1983 
e Mr. BARNES. Mr. Speaker, the Sep
tember 3 Miami Herald carried an arti
cle by Julio Cesar Turbay Ayala, who 
was President of Colombia from 1978 
to 1982. In his article, President 
Turbay advances the intriguing idea 
that the United States, Western 
Europe, Latin America, and Japan 
should set up a special multinational 
aid fund to create the conditions of 
social peace in Central America. He 
also suggests that among the condi
tions that the donors could establish 
that the proposed recipients would 
have to meet would be arms reduc
tions, the withdrawal of foreign advis
ers, and free elections. 

I think the idea of making available 
large-scale economic aid, but only on 
the condition that the recipients take 
real steps toward peace, would create a 
powerful impetus for both peace and 
development in Central America. As a 
senior counselor to the Kissinger Com
mission on Central America, I hope 
not only my colleagues in the Con
gress, but also the Commissioners, will 
give careful consideration to this idea. 

The article follows: 
SEND Am, NOT WORDS TO CENTRAL A1o:RICA 

<By J. C. Turbay Ayala> 
BoGOTA.-More than advice, what Central 

America needs now is aid-milions of dollars 
are needed to push through refo~ and 
create real conditions of special peace in 
Central America and the Caribbean. The 
United States, together with Latin America, 
Europe, and Jap~, could set up a multi?-a
tional aid fund armed at the democratiZa
tion and well-being of the region. 

Faced with the ineptitude and foot-drag
ging of institutions such as the United Na
tions and the organization of American 
States, the benefactors could set the condi
tions for those nations hoping to benefit 
from the Multinational Fund. The Fund 
could, for instance, demand they disarm to 
the bare limit needed for national defense. 
It could also require the withdrawal of for
eign military advisers and officials, and it 
should be able to set down the prerequisites 
for real elections. 

Those beneficiaries who comply in good 
faith with the Funds's conditions would 
then receive aid in money, technical assist
ance, and trade facilities to obtain the maxi
mum benefit for their nations. 

The Central American crisis dates back 
several centuries, with colonels in some of 
the countries replacing each other and, in 
other countries, generals perpetuating their 
power. The miserable social conditions pre
vailing in the region have always been dan
gerous: the concentration of wealth in the 
hands of a few and abuse by large foreign 
companies have fueled the flames of a revo
lution long in the making. Its manifestation 
should have surprised no one. 

Clearly, such a situation has been craftily 
and maliciously exploited by enemies of the 
United States, which is blamed for aiding de 
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facto governments. The fact remains that 
democracy-with the exception of Costa 
Rica-has not flourished in the region. And 
the economies of Central America have 
been steadily worsening and today are in se
rious crisis. 

Despite such a dramatic situation, Central 
American nations spend a sizeable chunk of 
their meager earnings on costly a~ pur
chases to try to reestablish the military bal
ance Nicaragua upset with its foreign mili
tary aid. 

The crisis has now gone beyond the capac
ity of the Central American nations, who 
could well become participants in an armed 
confrontation. 

The peace initiative of the Contadora 
Group-Colombia, Venezuela, Mexico, and 
Panama-is a praiseworthy and majestic 
effort of good offices. The Group leaders de
serve Latin America's gratitude for their 
persistent efforts to achieve the kind of 
peace that eludes their best intentions. 

The Multinational Fund is another way 
out. It would surely bring better results 
than armed confrontation or maintaining 
the status quo. 

Under such a scheme, an executive com
mittee of the donor countries would play a 
watchdog role by supervising proper man
agement of the funds. Those nations that 
did not accept the Fund's conditions would 
thus-by their own choice-be excluded 
from the development process and therefore 
show that they are tied to other forces and 
nations to obtain ends contrary to peace and 
democracy. 

The lot of the recipient nations mean
while would visibly improve, while they 
strengthen their defenses and representa
tive institutions. 

I do not believe in temporary remedies, al
though they can be effective to an extent. 
Our main concern should be the causes-not 
the symptoms-of the problems of Central 
America and the Caribbean. What is needed 
is a policy of broad outlook and long-range 
goals. 

That is why I envisage a long, intense, and 
determined struggle against misery, hoard
ing of capital, illegal seizure of power, and 
a~ buildups. 
It would be a serious mistake to carry out 

such a plan without United States participa
tion. Equally wrong would be to let the 
Americans go it alone. For a number of rea
sons, the problem is one that calls for the 
participation of all democracies. 

It is less costly to defend a system than to 
restore it, so urgency is of the essence. The 
Central American and Caribbean nations 
need timely aid and not advice to overcome 
the engulfing dangers. 

These observations and proposals are not 
guided by self interest. They are not a gov
ernment's official proposal, but the free 
opinion of a democrat. 

Now that President Reagan has appointed 
a high-ranking commission to examine the 
situation in Central America, it is timely to 
put forth ideas whose force lies in accept
ance by the contributing nations and the 
agreement of the Central Americans.e 
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THE PRESIDENT AT THE UNITED 

NATIONS 

HON. WM. S. BROOMFIELD 
OF MICHIGAN 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, September 27, 1983 
e Mr. BROOMFIELD. Mr. Speaker, I 
want to commend the President for 
the tone and frankness of his recent 
speech before the U.N. General As
sembly. I appreciate the spirit in 
which the President challenged the 
United Nations as well as the Soviet 
Union. 

President Reagan made it clear that 
he believes that the United Nations 
has drifted away from the original role 
envisioned by its founders. That orga
nization was designed to be a body 
which condemned violence, stood for 
certain values, and spoke with the 
voice of moral authority. Having once 
served as a member of America's U.N. 
delegation, I appreciate the Presi
dent's suggestion that the United Na
tions should return to the true values 
of the U.N. Charter. Only by reaffirm
ing these values can that international 
forum truly serve the cause of peace in 
this troubled world. 

The President also challenged the 
Soviet Union to match America's flexi
bility in the international arms reduc
tion area. He took the initiative in the 
deadlocked intermediate nuclear 
forces negotiations by unveiling a new 
U.S. proposal. He offered the Soviets 
an advantage in European-based 
medium-range nuclear weapons in ex
change for equal global limits on such 
warheads. Let us hope that the Krem
lin will ultimately be more receptive 
than a Soviet delegate at the United 
Nations who referred to the new pro
posal as a "sugar-coated ploy." 

I, too, have asked if the downing of 
the unarmed Korean airliner might re
flect the Soviets' concept of truth and 
international cooperation. How would 
such an attitude toward international 
accords affect Soviet compliance with 
present and future agreements? 

I was gratified to learn that interna
tional reaction to the positive tone of 
the President's address was so encour
aging. Only by facing the facts and 
using truth as our guide can the com
munity of nations ever hope to work 
for our common goal-peace in the 
world. 

With these thoughts in mind, I want 
to strongly recommend the President's 
speech to all Members of Congress. It 
is a message of hope for all of us. 
TEXT OF REMARKS BY THE PRESIDENT TO THE 

38TH SESSION oF THE U.N. GENERAL AssEM
BLY 

Thank you for granting me the honor of 
speaking today, on this first day of general 
debate in the 38th Session of the General 
Assembly. Once again I come before this 
body preoccupied with peace. Last year I 
stood in this chamber to address the Special 



25996 
Session on Disarmament. I have come today 
to renew my Nation's commitment to peace. 
I have come to discuss how we can keep 
faith with the dreams that created this or
ganization. 

The United Nations was follll(J~d in the 
aftermath of World War II to protect future 
generations from the scourge of war, to pro
mote political self-determination and global 
prosperity, and to strengthen the bonds of 
civility among nations. The founders sought 
to replace a world at war with a world of civ
ilized order. They hoped that a world of re
lentless conflict would give way to a new 
era, one where freedom from violence pre
vailed. 

Whatever challenges the world was bound 
to face, the founders intended this body to 
stand for certain values, even if they could 
not be enforced, and to condemn violence, 
even if it could not be stopped. This body 
was to speak with the voice of moral author
ity. That was to be its greatest power. 

But the awful truth is that the use of vio
lence for political gain has become more, 
not less, widespread in the last decade. 
Events of recent weeks have presented new, 
unwelcome evidence of brutal disregard for 
life and truth. They have offered unwanted 
testimony on how divided and dangerous 
our world is, how quick the recourse to vio
lence. 

What has happened to the dreams of the 
U.N.'s founders? 

What has happened to the spirit which 
created the U.N.? 

The answer is clear: Governments got in 
the way of the dreams of the people. 
Dreams became issues of East versus West. 
Hope became political rhetoric. Progress 
became a search for power and domination. 
Somewhere.. the truth was lost that people 
don't make war, governments do. 

And today in Asia, Africa, Latin America, 
the Middle East, and the North Pacific, the 
weapons of war shatter the security of the 
peoples who live there, endanger the peace 
of neighbors, and are ever more arenas of 
confrontation between the great powers. 
During the past year alone, violent conflicts 
have occurred in the hills around Beirut, 
the deserts of Chad and the Western 
Sahara, in the mountains of El Salvador, 
the streets of Suriname, the cities and coun
tryside of Afghanistan, the borders of Kam
puchea, and the battlefields of Iran and 
Iraq. 

We cannot count on the instinct for sur
vival to protect us against war, despite all 
the wasted lives and hopes that war pro
duces, it has remained a regular, if horribly 
costly, means by which nations have sought 
to settle their disputes or advance their 
goals. 

And the progress in weapons technology 
has far outstripped the progress toward 
peace. In modem times, a new, more terrify
ing element has entered into the calcula
tions-nuclear weapons. A nuclear war 
cannot be won and must never be fought. I 
believe that if governments are determined 
to deter and prevent war, there will not be 
war. Nothing is more in keeping with the 
spirit of the U.N. Charter than arms con
trol. 

When I spoke before the Second Special 
Session on Disarmament, I affirmed the 
United States Government's commitment, 
and my personal commitment, to reduce nu
clear arms, and to negotiate in good faith 
toward that end. 

Today, I reaffirm those commitments. 
The United States has already reduced the 
number of its nuclear weapons worldwide 
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and, while replacement of older weapons is 
unavoidable, we wish to negotiate arms re
ductions, and to achieve significant, equita
ble, verifiable arms control agreements. And 
let me add, we must ensure that world secu
rity is not undermined by the further 
spread of nuclear weapons. Nuclear non-pro
liferation must not be the forgotten element 
of the world's arms control agenda. 

At the time of my last visit here, I ex
pressed hope that a whole class of weapons 
systems-the longer-range INF missiles
could be banned from the face of the earth. 
I believe that to relieve the deep concern of 
peoples in both Europe and Asia, the time 
was ripe, for the first time in history, tore
S91Ve a security threat exclusively through 
arms control. I still believe the elimination 
of these weapons-the zero option-is the 
best, fairest, most practical solution to this 
problem. Unfortunately, the Soviet Union 
declined to accept the total elimination of 
this class of weapons. 

When I was here last, I hoped that the 
critical Strategic Arms Reduction Talks 
would focus, and urgently so, on those sys
tems that carry the greatest risk of nuclear 
war-the fast-flying, accurate intercontinen
tal ballistic missiles which pose a first strike 
potential. I also hoped the negotiations 
could reduce by one-half the number of 
strategic missiles on each side and reduce 
their warheads by one-third. Again, I was 
disappointed when the Soviets declined to 
consider such deep cuts, and refused as well 
to concentrate on these most dangerous de
stabilizing weapons. 

Despite the rebuffs, the United States has 
not abandoned and will not abandon the 
search for meaningful arms control agree
ments. Last June, I proposed a new ap
proach toward the START negotiations. We 
did not alter our objective of substantial re
ductions, but we recognized that there are a 
variety of ways to achieve this end. During 
the last round of Geneva talks, we present
ed a draft treaty which responded to a 
number of concerns raised by the Soviet 
Union. We will continue to build upon this 
initiative. 

Similarly, in our negotiations on interme
diate-range nuclear forces, when the Soviet 
leaders adamantly refused to consider the 
total elimination of these weapons, the 
United States made a new offer. We pro
posed, as an interim solution, some equal 
number on both sides between zero and 572. 
We recommended the lowest possible level. 

Once again, the Soviets refused an equita
ble solution and proposed instead what 
might be called a "half zero option" -zero 
for us, and many hundreds of warheads for 
them. That is where things stand today, but 
I still have not given up hope that the 
Soviet Union will enter into serious negotia
tions. 

We are determined to spare no effort to 
achieve a sound, equitable and verifiable 
agreement. For this reason I have given new 
instructions to Ambassador Nitze in Geneva, 
telling him to put forward a package of 
steps designed to advance the negotiations 
as rapidly as possible. Those initiatives build 
on the interim framework the United States 
advanced last March and address concerns 
that the Soviets have raised at the bargain
ing table in the past. Specifically: 

First, the United States proposes a new 
initiative on global limits. If the Soviet 
Union agrees to reductions and limits on a 
global basis, the United States for its part, 
will not offset the entire Soviet global mis
sile deployment through U.S. deployments 
in Europe. We would, of course, retain the 
right to deploy missiles elsewhere. 
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Second, the United States is prepared to 

be more flexible on the content of the cur
rent talks. The United States will consider 
mutually acceptable ways to address the 
Soviet desire that an agreement should limit 
aircraft as well as missiles. 

Third, the United States will address the 
mix of missiles that would result from re
ductions. In the context of reductions to 
equal levels, we are prepared to reduce the 
number of Pershing II ballistic missiles as 
well as ground-launched cruise missiles. 

I have decided to put forward these impor
tant initiatives after full and extensive con
sultations with our allies, including personal 
correspondence I have had with the leaders 
of the NATO governments and Japan and 
frequent meetings of the NATO Special 
Consultative Group. I have also stayed in 
close touch with other concerned friends 
and allies. The door to an agreement is 
open. It is time for the Soviet Union to walk 
through it. 

I want to make an unequivocal pledge to 
those gathered today in this world arena. 
The United States seeks and will accept any 
equitable, verifiable agreement that stabi
lizes forces at lower levels than currently 
exist. We are ready to be flexible in our ap
proach, indeed, willing to compromise. We 
cannot, however, especially in light of 
recent events, compromise on the necessity 
of effective verification. 

Reactions to the Korean airliner tragedy 
are a timely reminder of just how different 
the Soviets' concept of truth and interna
tional cooperation is from that of the rest of 
the world. Evidence abounds that we cannot 
simply assume that agreements negotiated 
with the Soviet Union will be fulfilled. We 
negotiated the Helsinki Final Act, but the 
promised freedoms have not been provided, 
and those in the Soviet Union who sought 
to monitor their fulfillment languish in 
prison. We negotiated a Biological Weapons 
Convention, but deadly yellow rain and 
other toxic agents fall on Hmong villages 
and Afghan encampments. We have negoti
ated arms agreements, but the high level of 
Soviet encoding hides the information 
needed for their verification. A newly-dis
covered radar facility and a new ICBM raise 
serious concerns about Soviet compliance 
with agreements already negotiated. 

Peace cannot be served by pseudo arms 
control. We need reliable, reciprocal reduc
tions. I call upon the Soviet Union today to 
reduce the tensions it has heaped on the 
world in the past few weeks, and to show a 
firm commitment to peace by coming to the 
bargaining table with a new understanding 
of its obligations. I urge it to match our 
flexibility. If the Soviets sit down at the 
bargaining table seeking genuine arms re
ductions, there will be arms reductions. The 
governments of the West and their people 
will not be diverted by misinformation and 
threats. The time has come for the Soviet 
Union to show proof that it wants arms con
trol in reality, not just in rhetoric. 

Meaningful arms control agreements be
tween the U.S. and the Soviet Union would 
make our world less dangerous; so would a 
number of confidence-building steps we 
have already proposed to the Soviet Union. 

Arms control requires a spirit beyond 
narrow national interests. This spirit is a 
basic pillar on which the U.N. was founded. 
We seek a return to this spirit. A fundamen
tal step would be a true non-alignment of 
the United Nations. This would signal a 
return to the true values of the Charter, in
cluding the principle of universality. The 
members of the United Nations must be 
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aligned on the side of justice rather than in
justice, peace rather than aggression, 
human dignity rather than subjugation. 
Any other alignment is beneath the purpose 
of this great body and destructive of the 
harmony it seeks. What harms the Charter 
harms peace. 

The founders of the U.N. expected that 
member nations would behave and vote as 
individuals, after they had weighed the 
merits of an issue-rather like a great, 
global town meeting. The emergence of 
blocs and the polarization of the U.N. un
dermine all that this organization initially 
valued. 

We must remember that the non-aligned 
movement was founded to counter the de
velopment of blocs and to promote detente 
between them. Its founders spoke of the 
right of smaller countries not to become in
volved in others' disagreements. Since then, 
membership in the non-aligned movement 
has grown dramatically, but not all the new 
members have shared the founders' commit
ment to genuine non-alignment. Indeed, 
client governments of the Soviet Union, 
who have long since lost their independ
ence, have flocked into the non-aligned 
movement, and once inside have worked 
against its true purpose. Pseudo non-align
ment is no better than pseudo arms control. 

The United States rejects as false and mis
leading the view of the world as divided be
tween the empires of the East and West. We 
reject it on factual grounds. The United 
States does not head any bloc of subservient 
nations, nor do we desire to. What is called 
the West is a free alliance of governments, 
most of whom are democratic and all of 
whom greatly value their independence. 
What is called the East is an empire direct
ed from the center which is Moscow. 

The United States, today, as in the past, is 
a champion of freedom and self -determina
tion for all people. We welcome diversity; we 
support the right of all nations to define 
and pursue their national goals. We respect 
their decisions and their sovereignty, asking 
only that they respect the decisions and sov
ereignty of others. Just look at the world 
over the last 30 years, and then decide for 
yourself whether the United States or the 
Soviet Union has pursued an expansionist 
policy. 

Today, the United States contributes to 
peace by supporting collective efforts by the 
international community. We give our un
wavering support to the peacekeeping ef
forts of this body, as well as other multilat
eral peacekeeping efforts around the world. 
The U.N. has a proud history of promoting 
conciliation and helping keep the peace. 
Today, U.N. peacekeeping forces or observ
ers are present in Cyprus and Kashmir, on 
the Golan Heights and in Lebanon. 

In addition to our encouragement of inter
national diplomacy, the United States rec
ognizes its responsibilities to use its own in
fluence for peace. From the days when 
Theodore Roosevelt mediated the Russo
Japanese War in 1905, we have a long and 
honorable tradition of mediating or damp
ening conflicts and promoting peaceful solu
tions. In Lebanon, we, along with France, 
Italy and the United Kingdom, have worked 
for a ceasefire, for the withdrawal of all ex
ternal forces, and for restoration of Leba
non's sovereignty and territorial integrity. 
In Chad, we have joined others in support
ing the recognized government in the face 
of external aggression. In Central America, 
as in southern Africa, we are seeking to dis
courage reliance upon force and to con
struct a framework for peaceful negotia-
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tions. We support a policy to disengage the 
major powers from Third World conflict. 

The U.N. Charter gives an important role 
to regional organizations in the search for 
peace. The U.S. efforts in the cause of peace 
are only one expression of a spirit that also 
animates others in the world community. 
The Organization of American States was a 
pioneer in regional security efforts. In Cen
tral America, the members of the Contadora 
group are striving to lay a foundation for 
peaceful resolution of that region's prob
lems. In East Asia, the Asian countries have 
built a framework for peaceful political and 
economic cooperation that has greatly 
strengthened the prospects for lasting peace 
in their region. In Africa, organizations such 
as the Economic Community of West Afri
can States are being forced to provide prac
tical structure in the struggle to realize Af
rica's potential. 

From the beginning, our hope for the 
United Nations has been that it would re
flect the international community at its 
best. The U.N. at its best can help us tran
scend fear and violence and can act as an 
enormous force for peace and prosperity. 
Working together, we can combat interna
tional lawlessness and promote human dig
nity. 

If the governments represented in this 
chamber want peace as genuinely as their 
peoples do, we shall find it. We can do so by 
reasserting the moral authority of the 
United Nations. In recent weeks, the moral 
outrage of the world seems to have 
reawakened. 

Out of the billions of people who inhabit 
this planet, why, some might ask, should 
the death of several hundred shake the 
world so profoundly? Why should the death 
of a mother flying toward a reunion with 
her family or the death of a scholar heading 
toward new pursuits of knowledge matter so 
deeply? Why are nations who lost no citi
zens in the tragedy so angry? 

The reason rests on our assumptions 
about civilized life and the search for peace. 
The confidence that allows a mother or a 
scholar to travel to Asia or Africa or Europe 
or anywhere else on this planet may be only 
a small victory in humanity's struggle for 
peace. Yet what is peace if not the sum of 
such small victories? 

Each stride for peace and every small vic
tory are important for the journey toward a 
lasting, a larger peace. We have made 
progress. We have avoided another world 
war. We have seen an end to the traditional 
colonial era and the birth of 100 newly-sov
ereign nations. Even though development 
remains a formidable challenge, we have 
witnessed remarkable economic growth 
among industrialized and developing na
tions. The U.N. and its affiliates have made 
important contributions to the quality of 
life on this planet, such as directly saving 
countless lives through its refugee and 
emergency relief programs. These broad 
achievements, however, have been overshad
owed by the problems that weigh so heavily 
upon us. The problems are old, but it is not 
too late to commit ourselves to a new begin
ning, a beginning fresh with the ideals of 
the U.N. Charter. 

Today, at the beginning of this 38th Ses
sion, I solemnly pledge my Nation to up
holding the original ideals of the United Na
tions. Our goals are those that guide this 
very body. Our ends are the same as those 
of the U.N.'s founders, who sought to re
place a world at war with one where the 
rule of law would prevail, where human 
rights were honored, where development 
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would blossom, where conflict would give 
way to freedom from violence. 

In 1956, President Dwight Eisenhower 
made an observation on weaponry and de
terrence in a letter to a publisher. He wrote: 
"When we get to the point, as we one day 
will, that both aides know that in any out
break of general hostilities, regardless of 
the element of surprise, destruction will be 
both reciprocal and complete, possibly we 
will have sense enough to meet at the con
ference table with the understanding that 
the era of amendments has ended and the 
human race must conform its actions to this 
truth or die.'' He went on to say, " ... we 
have already come to the point where safety 
cannot be assumed by arms alone . . . their 
usefulness becomes concentrated more and 
more in their characteristics as deterrents 
than in instruments with which to obtain 
victory .. .'' 

Distinguished delegates, ladies and gentle
men, as we persevere in the search for a 
more secure world, we must do everything 
we can to let diplomacy triumph. Deplo
macy, the most honorable of professions, 
can bring the most blessed of gifts, the gift 
of peace. If we succeed, the world will find 
an excitement and accomplishment in peace 
beyond that which could ever be imagined 
through violence and war. 

I want to leave you today with a message I 
have often spoken about to the citizens of 
my own country, especially in times when I 
have felt they were discouraged and unsure. 
I say it to you with as much hope and heart 
as I have said it to my own people. You have 
the right to dream great dreams. You have 
the right to seek a better world for your 
people. And all of us have the responsibility 
to work for that better world. And, as 
caring, peaceful peoples, think what a pow
erful force for good we could be. Distin
guished delegates, let us regain the dream 
the United Nations once dreamed.e 

LIBRARY OF CONGRESS STUDY 
SHOWS JAPANESE CORPORATE 
TAX MUCH HIGHER THAN U.S. 
CORPORATE RATE; DISPELS 
ARGUMENT THAT U.S. CORPO
RATE TAX RATES ARE TOO 
HIGH 

HON. FORTNEY H. (PETE) STARK 
OF CALIFORNIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, September 27, 1983 

e Mr. STARK. Mr. Speaker, the Li
brary of Congress is issuing a new 
report that blows out of the water one 
of the most harped on themes of 
supply siders and those who would to
tally abolish the corporate income tax. 
This theme, repeated in numerous 
studies and articles, is that the U.S. 
corporate tax rate is higher than it is 
in some other, economically more suc
cessful countries-such as Japan-and 
that therefore we need to reduce, 
reduce, reduce U.S. corporate taxes. 

Well, Mr. Speaker, the Library's 
report states that when you add to
gether national and subnational taxes, 
the effective tax rate on manufactur
ing in Japan is 50.5 percent compared 
to America's 27.7 percent! 
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In short. Japan•s tax on corporations 

is about twice the U.S. rate. 
Thus bites the dust another reason 

given for many American companies• 
failure to compete well with the Japa
nese. 

In a recent book on tax reform. "In
equity and Decline;• the authors made 
the point in passing that Japan's tax 
code was more or less copied from 
ours, "before the onset of 'loophole 
mania' among America's political and 
business leaders." I asked the Congres
sional Research Service whether this 
assertion was accurate, and Jane Gra
velle. specialist in industry analysis 
and finance, economics division, re
plied that Japanese depreciation prac
tices and other subsidies appear to be 
similar to the U.S. tax practice of the 
fifties. 

The Library's study, by Ms. Gra
velle, adds more proof to the argument 
that the best thing we could do to im
prove our economy · is get rid of the 
insane distortions created by President 
Reagan's 1981 tax bill. We should also 
get American corporate officers to 
stop spending so much time trying to 
create tax loopholes and spend more 
time making a quality product that 
can compete with the Japanese. 

The Library's study also makes the 
point that most of these studies on dif
ferent nations' tax rates tell us little 
or nothing about why one country 
grows and another lags. As the study 
says, "Differential growth rates are, in 
any case, not related to differential 
tax levels according to standard 
growth theories." 

Mr. Speaker, I just want to warn 
future witnesses before the Ways and 
Means Committee who say Japan has 
a low tax rate and that we should copy 
it, that they are in for a load of hard 
questioning from me. 

Copies of the report, "Comparative 
Corporate Tax Burdens in the United 
States and Japan and Implications for 
Relative Economic Growth.'' Septem
ber 6, 1983 <Report No. 83-177E), are 
available from the Library.e 

SOBRO SPURS PROGRESS IN 
THE SOUTH BRONX 

HON. ROBERT GARCIA 
OF NEW YORK 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, September 27, 1983 

• Mr. GARCIA. Mr. Speaker, I would 
like to bring to the attention of my 
colleagues a continuing success story 
in the on-going rehabilitation of the 
South Bronx. The South Bronx Over
all Economic Development Corp. 
<SOBRO), headed by President John 
T. Patterson. Jr .• has made impressive 
progress toward reversing the tide of 
economic disinvestment that has 
plagued this area for many years. 
SOBRO plays an important role in re-
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developing the South Bronx and is a 
worthy model for other urban areas 
facing similar challenges. 

After a decade of progress, SOBRO 
President Patterson and Chairman J. 
Bruce Llewellyn deserve our congratu
lations. I am including in the REcoRD 
an article which appeared in the most 
recent edition of Metropolis. The arti
cle reports on the many successes of 
SOBRO and its plans for the near 
future. 

SOBRO SPURS PROGRESS IN THE 
REDEVELOPMENT OF SOUTH BRONX 

SOBRO, newest acronym in New York 
City's geography, is the nickname for the 
South Bronx Overall Economic Develop
ment Corporation. With a nod to SOHO 
<South of Houston Street), SBOEDC this 
spring became SOBRO. 

When SOBRO observed its tenth anniver
sary last December, J. Bruce Llewellyn, its 
chairman in addition to being chairman of 
Fedco Foods Corp., noted that the work of 
the corporation had resulted in $40 million 
in capital being brought into the South 
Bronx, the creation of 10,000 new jobs and 
the retention of another 13,000 jobs in com
panies that considered moving away but 
were persuaded to stay. 

In addition to manpower training and 
placement, SOBRO concentrates primarily 
in three other areas: 

Industrial development, including site lo
cations, loan packaging and technical assist
ance; Commercial revitalization; Communi
ty development, which includes technical as
sistance to community-based organizations. 

An example of industrial development ac
tivity SOBRO president John T. Patterson, 
Jr. likes to cite is Cummins-Metropower 
Inc., a unit of Cummins Engine Co. When 
the corporation heard that Cummins-Metro
power was considering leaving the South 
Bronx, it contacted Chemical Bank's local 
managers. Working with them, SOBRO ar
ranged for Cummins-Metropower to buy 
four acres of in-rem property <land taken by 
the city for non-payment of taxes> on which 
was then built a plant large enough to 
absorb the company's New Jersey oper
ations as well. The result: 40 jobs saved and 
150 added. 

President Patterson says that these are 
examples of the role the city's banks have 
played from the outset. Early funding sup
port came from Bankers Trust, Chemical, 
Citibank, Manufacturers Hanover and 
Morgan Guaranty; later Marine Midland 
became involved. Michael Gill, then a vice 
president of Bankers Trust, served as the 
corporation's first chairman, and his bank 
provided office space free in a branch office 
located in a building SOBRO subsequently 
bought. SOBRO's Manpower Training 
Center on East 148th Street, which has 
trained more than 5,000 persons to date, is 
housed in quarters donated by Chemical. 

SOBRO's first major commercial revital
ization project was the building on Third 
Avenue formerly occupied by the Hearns de
partment store. Since the store had been an 
anchor of the South Bronx for decades, 
SOBRO's leadership was concerned about 
the vacuum that would be created, mindful 
of the S. Klein store which has stood empty 
on Manhattan's 14th Street for many years. 

SOBRO, working with Chemical Bank, as
sisted a group of entrepreneurs that pur
chased the building and rehabilitated the 
ground floor to accommodate 18 small store 
units. The diverse shops now operating 
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employ more people than Hearns did, and 
SOBRO is working on leasing the upper 
floors for back office operations of banks or 
securities firms. Patterson thinks the South 
Bronx is ideal for back office operations, 
since it affords low-rental space and accessi
bility to many modes of transportation 
within the city and from Westchester and 
New Jersey. 

In October, a second major structure 
given a new life by SOBRO will open. 

The Phillips-Jones Building is a 120,000 
square-foot building which was taken by the 
city for non-payment of taxes, had been 
vacant since 1976 and was once scheduled 
for demolition. With $2.5 million in grants 
from the Federal Economic Development 
Administration and the Department of 
Energy, SOBRO bought the building and 
has converted it into an energy-efficient in
dustrial structure suitable for sub-leasing to 
light manufacturing firms. 

The structure will provide affordable 
space for business, at . 350 jobs to the area, 
put a significant property back on the tax 
rolls and provide SOBRO with income for 
other projects and programs. In the words 
of John Patterson: "It's a whole package of 
pluses for the city." 

SOBRO calls its Commercial Revitaliza
tion Program "Shopstreets." Currently, it is 
helping to rehabilitate five commercial 
areas that have been losing customers in 
recent years by providing design and plan
ning services, financial support and techni
cal assistance. Among them are Yankee Vil
lage, a $1.4 million reconstruction of East 
161st Street near Yankee Stadium; McKin
ley Square restoration, and a $4.5 million re
construction program in the shopping area 
along Third Avenue between 147th and 
156th Streets.e 

TRIBUTE TO MASARU TSUGAWA 

HON. DANIEL K. AKAKA 
OF HAWAII 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, September 27, 1983 

• Mr. AKAKA. Mr. Speaker, it is my 
sad duty today to have to rise in 
memory of a dear friend of mine, 
Masaru Tsugawa, or Masa, who passed 
away recently. He was a young 73 
when he died on September 9, 1983. 

Masa was an outstanding engineer 
whose illustrious career epitomized 
the best in his profession and spanned 
a period of 50 years, all but a very 
short period in Hawaii. One of his 
major positions was that of chief of 
the planning and construction division 
of the building department, city and 
county of Honolulu. In that capacity, 
he planned, designed and constructed 
our Neal Blaisdell Center. a cultural 
center of our fair city. It is one of the 
finest centers in our country and con
sists of a sports arena, an exhibition 
hall, and a concert hall whose acous
tics are second to none. 

He was also responsible for the plan
ning and construction of schools state
wide and for all other public facilities 
in the city and county of Honolulu. 
After retiring from government service 
in 1971, Masa continued to serve with 
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distinction as an engineering consult
ant to a major engineering firm in 
Honolulu. 

Throughout his long and distin
guished career in Hawaii, Masa served 
us well and we shall all miss him 
dearly. I join his wife and family in 
grieving at his passing and extend to 
them my heartfelt condolences and 
hope that they find solace in the fact 
that Masa's contributions to our com
munity lives on.e 

AMERICA PROVIDES 
RADIO VOICE IN 
EUROPE 

POPULAR 
EASTERN 

HON. JACK F. KEMP 
OF NEW YORK 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, September 27, 1983 
• Mr. KEMP. Mr. Speaker, the Presi
dent's speech at the Voice of America 
on Saturday, which was broadcast live 
to the Soviet Union and Eastern 
Europe, was an important step toward 
peaceful collaboration with the pro
gressive forces within the Soviet bloc. 
It was also an attempt to create trust 
between the peoples of East and West, 
based on the free flow of information, 
that weakens the will toward war. In 
the nuclear age, any gesture in this di
rection is the height of intelligence 
global strategy, and I commend the 
President for this important initiative. 

The following article, written by 
Mort Rosenblum of the Associated 
Press, demonstrates just how impor
tant our international broadcasts have 
become. I commend this article to my 
colleagues, and urge them to continue 
their strong support for these vital na
tional security programs. 

The article follows: 
[From the Buffalo <N.Y.> News, Sept. 23, 

1983] 
AMERICA PROVIDES POPULAR RADIO VOICE IN 

EAsTERN EuROPE 

<By Mort Rosenblum> 
WARSAW, PoLAND.-Poles refer wryly to 

their five radio stations. Four are the gov
ernment's. The fifth, assailed and jammed 
but probably heard by half of adult Poland, 
is Radio Free Europe. 

The network, along with sister operation 
Radio Liberty, broadcasts in 21languages to 
Eastern Europe and the Soviet Union, rain
ing down local news, dissident reports and 
biting commentary. 

It is a major U.S. foreign policy tool, and 
the changes made over the years have given 
the network a more energetic and less ideo
logical character, senior U.S. officials said in 
Washington. 

Polish authorities take it so seriously that 
they sentenced to death in absentia Zdzis
law Najder, director of Radio Free Europe's 
Polish service. They charged he was a CIA 
spy because he contributed secretly to the 
radio network while still in Warsaw. 

Czechoslovak law specifically defines col
labortion with the network as high treason. 
Poland, Czechoslovakia and East Germany 
jam it, and the Soviet Union jams Radio 
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Liberty. Other Soviet bloc countries vilify 
the two operations. 

The stations, based in Munich, West Ger
many, have broadcast one million hours 
since they were established in 1951 as thinly 
disguised CIA operations. 

After a congressional outcry in 1971, all 
CIA links were ordered severed. Now the 
non-profit Board of International Broad
casting oversees the stations. James L. 
Buckley, former U.S. senator from New 
York and undersecretary of state, is Radio 
Free Europe-Radio Liberty president. The 
budget, $90 million in 1983, is paid by Con
gress. 

"People associate us with the CIA because 
it used to be true," remarked an executive 
of the broadcasting board in Washington, 
asking anonymity. "Now it is not." 

If not everyone in the Soviet bloc is con
victed, audiences are large and faithful, fre
quently including government officials who 
listen in private. 

"There is a lot of U.S. propaganda, but I 
listen whenever I can," said a Czechoslovak 
railway executive in Prague. "We had a big 
train crash near Bratislava and I only heard 
about it on REE." 

A Polish office worker said, "I never miss 
it. It always seemed a little headline to me, 
but now, how else do we know what is going 
on?" 

Other Western stations, such as the Brit
ish Broadcasting Corp., the Voice of Amer
ica and West Germany's Deutsche Welle, 
cover the same geography, but Radio Free 
Europe and Radio Liberty emphasize local 
items. 

Programs include readings of works 
banned by government censors, under
ground communiques and emigre gossip. 
Polish dissidents acknowledge that the sta
tion is important to their activities. 

Listenership is highest in Poland, where 
network officials estimate 62 percent of the 
adult population tunes in at least once a 
week. The figure is near 50 percent in other 
East European countries. Altogether the es
timated weekly audience is 25.3 million. 

Radio Liberty, which broadcasts to the 
Soviet Union and is jammed heavily, is fol
lowed by only 7 percent of the adult popula
tion, according to the stations' estimates. 

"You can never jam completely, and 
strange patterns emerge," said Anatole 
Shub, program director in Washington. 
"When Andrei Sakharov won the Nobel 
Peace Prize <in 1975> and couldn't go, he fol
lowed the ceremony on Radio Liberty from 
a Moscow apartment." 

The management of the two operations 
merged in 1976. Besides broadcasting, they 
provide extensive research to scholars and 
journalists. Makeshift headquarters near 
Munich's English Garden are crammed with 
100,000 volumes in 52 languages. The Czech
oslovak service alone receives 170 daily 
papers and periodicals, along with news 
agency wires, government bulletins and sa
mizdat <underground> publications. 

Each of the national language services 
prepares its own scripts from the central 
news desk and separate research sections. 
Staff correspondents include Monika Lo
vienescu in Paris, whose literary criticism 
many emigre writers regard as vital to their 
success. 

Supervisors check scripts before broadcast 
and then send a summary which station 
managers might scan afterward. 

"There is almost no prior vetting by the 
seven U.S. staff members here," said net
work Deputy Director Robert L. Hutchings. 
"There are very few direct controls. It is 
more a meeting of minds." 
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He said editors sought to establish credi

bility and a detached view. Over a period of 
time, he said, listeners want to hear con
structive comment rather than simple at
tacks on their systems. 

Some bitterness still lingers among Hun
garians who feel the network encouraged a 
hopeless rebellion in 1956, suggesting that 
U.S help was on its way.e 

BOYS TOWN OF ITALY 

HON. LYLE WILLIAMS 
OF OHIO 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, September 27, 1983 

e Mr. WILLIAMS of Ohio. Mr. Speak
er, on Monday, October 10, 1983, a 
very noteworthy event will be taking 
place in my district that I believe 
merits special attention. 

A benefit dinner for the Boys Town 
of Italy, a home located in Italy for or
phaned children from around the 
world, will be held by Mr. Ray Travag
lini and Mr. Sandy Petruso at their 
VIP entertainment complex in Niles, 
Ohio. All proceeds from this annual 
dinner will be donated to the Boys 
Town which is run entirely on volun
teered funds. Last year, the $25,000 
raised by Ray and Sandy was third 
only to amounts raised in New York 
City and San Francisco. Certainly, the 
amount handed to Msgr. Carroll 
Abbing, director of the Boys Town, 
during this year's dinner program will 
equal or more likely surpass previous 
totals. 

Regardless of the tough economic 
times facing the residents of my con
gressional district, they have made a 
special effort to give of themselves to 
this very worthy cause. Their generos
ity truly transcends this time of finan
cial hardship. With their dollars and 
moral support, these citizens are 
spreading American goodwill abroad. I 
find this action to be extremely admi
rable and in the best tradition of vol
untarism. 

On behalf of the residents of the 
Mahoning Valley, I take this opportu
nity to applaud Ray Travaglini and 
Sandy Petruso for their tireless devo
tion to the noble cause of giving to 
others less fortunate. These two gen
tlemen have approached this charita
ble task with characteristic dedication 
and unfailing perserverance. Because 
of their efforts, the Boys Town of 
Italy will be able to provide the loving 
care that the orphaned children of the 
world so sorely need. Ray and Sandy, I 
salute you.e 
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SPORT FISHING AND ACID RAIN 

HON. GERRY SIKORSKI 
OF MINNESOTA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Tuesday, September 27, 1983 

e Mr. SIKORSKI. Mr. Speaker, today 
I am inserting in the RECORD an in
formative article by Paul Hansen on 
acid rain, which appeared in the Sep
tember issue of Fishing Facts. As the 
author states, acid rain poses a serious 
threat to the future of fishing. 

I encourage my colleagues to read 
this article and to join me in sponsor
ing H.R. 3400, the National Acid Depo
sition Control Act of 1983. The time to 
pass acid rain control legislation is 
now-before it is too late. 

DEATH FROM THE SKIES 

<By Paul Hansen> 
According to the prestigious National 

Academy of Sciences, the evidence is in. If 
we do not stop the rain of acids on our 
streams and lakes, much of our freshwater 
fishing heritage in sensitive regions will be 
eliminated forever. It would be a useless and 
unnecessary loss because we can stop acid 
rain, and we can do it for a very acceptable 
cost. 

From 1958 to 1975 the emissions of sulfur 
and nitrogen oxides that cause acid rain 
doubled. Emissions of these pollutants from 
power plants in the Eastern United States 
have tripled. 

This increase in pollution from power 
plants has been compounded by the build
ing of taller and taller smokestacks, which 
push emissions higher into the atmosphere, 
completing their transformation into acidic 
compounds. Some of the stacks built in the 
last decade are as tall as the Empire State 
Building. Now, the pollution from power 
plants and industry is often transported 
hundreds of Iniles before being brought to 
earth as acid rain or snow, sleet, fog, or as 
dry particles, with devastating consequences 
to downwind neighbors. 

The startling effects of acid rain are ap
pearing throughout the United States and 
Canada. The loss of fish from thousands of 
lakes and streams is the most obvious effect, 
but it is also leaching nutrients from forest 
soils while releasing toxic metals into soils 
and groundwater. Buildings and monuments 
are being eroded, and public health may be 
endangered. The National Academy of Sci
ences estimates that $5 billion or more in 
damage is done every year by acid rain in 
the Eastern United States where there are 
extensive areas susceptible to acid rain. 

As acidification gets worse it affects fish 
in the following ways: 

By attacking their reproductive systems 
and by killing or deforming fry <which are 
even more vulnerable than eggs). 

By interfering with food chains. The proc
ess can start at the very bottom of the food 
chain with the destruction of the tiny life 
forms on which minnows and other small 
freshwater food organisms feed before they 
themselves are eaten by larger fish. 

By decalcifying and weakening of the 
bones of fish. When this happens, as it may 
in cases of extreme acidification, the bodies 
of the fish become twisted and in some cases 
fish lose the ability to swim. 

By metal poisoning Investigators studying 
rivers and lakes subjected to acid rain have 
found fish kills in waters where pH levels 
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seem to be still safe. Research has shown 
why: the lower pH dissolves aluminum, and 
other metals allowing them to mix into the 
water. Even in small concentrations these 
metals can harm and even kill fish. Certain 
forms of aluminum clog gills, causing fish to 
suffocate. 

Thousands of lakes and streams across the 
United States and Canada have been acidi
fied to the point where this is happening. 
Tens of thousands more are threatened. 
The U.S. National Academy of Sciences 
warned us in 1981 that unless acid rain is 
controlled, the number of affected lakes 
would double by 1990. 

Fish in 212 Adirondack lakes have already 
been lost. The non-partisan congressional 
Office of Technology Assessment < OT A> es
timates that more than 9, 000 lakes and 
60,000 miles of streams in the Eastern 
United States are threatened by acid rain or 
are now being damaged. 

In Ontario, Canada, 1,400 lakes and ponds 
have already succumbed to acid rain and 
48,000 are threatened with extinction. 

In Minnesota, 2,600 lakes are now at the 
critical stage. 

In Wisconsin, lakes are reported to be de
clining at a measurable rate. 

In Pennsylvania, the Fish Commission re
ports that unless emission patterns change 
dramatically, it is likely that most of the im
portant fish species from that state's upland 
waters will be lost. 

In Michigan, scientists recently identified 
the first acidified lakes in the Midwest. 

The new map of surface water sensitivity 
to acid rain shows that vast regions of 
South and Southeastern surface waters 
share these same critical characteristics of 
chemical sensitivity to acid rain as the lakes 
and streams in Sweden, Norway, Canada, 
and New England where fisheries are lost. 
The acidity of rainfall in these regions is al
ready past the threshold at which fish die. 
Some fisheries' damage and the first signs 
of acidification are already reported in the 
South and one EPA <Environmental Protec
tion Agency> scientist, who asked not to be 
identified, believes we would find more 
damage if we only looked. 

In the West, there are new concerns for 
many high altitude areas which are among 
the most extremely sensitive areas in the 
U.S. Once the limited buffering capacities of 
the mountain areas have been exhausted, 
damage done thereafter will be irreversible. 
Compounding the vulnerability of these 
areas is the fact that a disproportionately 
large portion of total precipitation, and 
hense total acid deposition, occurs on high 
altitude areas. The spring "surge," when 
months of acid rain deposition stored in the 
snowpack are released, is especially tough 
on fish fry and other emergent organisms 
which are in very sensitive stages in the 
spring. 

In the West, South, and the East, the ef
fects of acid rain on forests could be far 
more extensive and irreversible than the 
damage to lakes and streams. 

Forests in the Eastern United States, 
Canada, and Europe are suffering from 
stunted growth and "die-back." Most of the 
usual cases such as disease, insects, popula
tion cycles, and climate have been ruled out. 
Evidence that acid rain is causing forest 
damge is accumulating at a rapid rate. 

In West Germany, extensive forest 
damage from acid rain recently prompted 
the government to issue proposed rules to 
reduce sufur dioxide emissions by 50% from 
existing utility and industrial boilers. 

Independent analyses have demonstrated 
that a 40% reduction in Eastern sulfur oxide 
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emissions would cost $2.4 billion per year 
and would result in an average electricity 
rate increase of 2%. To put these figures in 
perspective, this is substantially less than 
Americans spend playing video arcade 
games evey year. Damage from acid rain is 
estimated at $5 billion per year. 

New technologies coming into use in Ger
many, such as LIMB <Limestone Injection 
Multistage-Burner> are a fraction as costly 
as conventional scrubbers and could reduce 
control costs even further. Unfortunately, 
EPA's research office has repeatedly 
blocked an EPA staff proposal for a full 
scale joint EPA-industry funded LIMB dem
onstration project. Congressmen in the 
House, who believe a full-scale LIMB dem
onstration is essential to spur commercial
ization of LIMB and decrease acid rain con
trol costs in pending legislation, voted in 
June to insist on funds for this project. 

The electric utilities have projected great
ly exaggerated costs and impacts on utility 
rates for an acid rain control program by 
adopting unrealistic assumptions. The Con
gressional Research Service found these 
claims to be completely unjustifiable scien
tifically. Some industry officials have circu
lated some pretty wild claims about the eco
nomic impacts of acid rain control cost. 
However, EPA analysis shows Eastern coal 
production will increase 40 million tons per 
year by the year 2000 even if a 40% reduc
tion in emissions is required. Utility rates 
would increase by an average 2%, and no 
more than 7% in any region. 

The list of prestigious scientists and inde
pendent organizations calling for control of 
acid rain would choke a tall stack. Simply 
put, they believe our nation remains strong 
enough to enjoy both a healthy economy 
and a productive fishery. They are tired of 
the utilities' scare tactics and claims that we 
cannot do what other countries are doing to 
stop acid rain. In June, both the President's 
Scientific Review Panel and the National 
Academy of Sciences announced that we 
need to control acid rain now. 

Inaction will be costly. It takes 10-20 
years to enact an acid rain reduction pro
gram and actually to start reducing the pol
lution. Many lakes are therefore already 
doomed even if we start controlling acid 
deposition today. Further delays will cost us 
untold amounts in loss of fishing habitats 
and opportunities, not to mention millions 
of dollars in fishing and tourism revenue. 

We know the causes and cures for acid 
rain. Now we need the action from Congress 
to stop it. Their decision will depend largely 
on the response of the American fishing 
public in the next few months. 

ACID AND FISH: SOME AVERAGE LEVELS AND IMPACTS 

Impact 

Increasing acidity: 
pH 6 to pH 5.5 ............... Rainbow trout, smallmouth bass, walleye and 

burbot fail to reproduce. 
pH 6.5 to 4.6 .................. Growth of brook trout slowed. 
pH 5.8 to 5.2 .................. Lake trout, perch fail to reproduce. 
pH 5.5 to 4.5 ............... .. . Brown trout fail to reproduce. Adult deaths of 

lake trout begin. 
pH 5.2 to 4.7 ... ............... Northern pike, brown bullhead, white sucker fail 

to reproduce; Pumpkinseed fail to reproduce. 
pH 5.0 ............................. Atlantic salmon fail to reproduce. 
pH 5.0 to 4.5 .................. Brook trout fail to reproduce. 
pH 4.7 to 4.5 .................. Lake herring, yellow perch, lake chub, rock bass 

fail to reproduce. 
pH 4.5 ............................. Adult deaths of Atlantic salmon begin. 
pH 4.5 to 3.5 ......... :········ Adult deaths of brook trout. 

• 
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REVLON DEDICATES NEW 

RESEARCH CENTER 

HON.BERNARDJ.D~R 
OF NEW JERSEY 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, September 27, 1983 
e Mr. DWYER of New Jersey. Mr. 
Speaker, it is a great honor for me to 
bring to . the attention of my col
leagues the many achievements of 
Revlon, a leading manufacturer in the 
Sixth Congressional District that will 
next week dedicate a new research 
center at its Edison, N.J., plant. 

Revlon has been a major employer 
and important industry in the North
east for a long time, providing much
needed jobs in our area. 

This most recent expansion illus
trates the confidence shared by lead
ing industrialists and policymakers 
alike, in the great economic potential 
of the Northeast. It is a fact that we in 
the Northeast have long known and 
seen proven time and time again by 
the successes of pioneering industries 
such as Revlon which has played a 
major role in our area's growth and 
prosperity. 

This new research center marks a 
milestone for Revlon in a long, distin
guished, and fruitful career in New 
Jersey and beyond. We welcome it 
warmly both as a source of new initia
tives and opportunities and as a signal 
of Revlon's foresight and continued 
advancement.e 

CARL "YAZ" YASTRZEMSKI 

HON. SILVIO 0. CONTE 
OF MASSACHUSETTS 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, September 27, 1983 

e Mr. CONTE. Mr. Speaker, some call 
politicians frustrated actors; others 
know them as frustrated hometown 
athletes. Every politician hopes that 
each speech will have the same effect 
on a crowd as a home run in the ball
park, and every ballplayer plays to a 
special constituency of fans. 

The scene at Boston's Fenway Park 
as the Red Sox battles the rival Min
nesota Twins does not belie this propo
sition. The year is 1967. The normally 
tranquil autumn in New England is re
placed by a fever as red as the maples 
on the hillsides. It is October 1, and 
the Sox are in a neck in neck three 
way battle for the American League 
pennant. 

In the stands are many of our N a
tion's leaders-Republican and Demo
crat. On the field and in the dugout 
are some of the league's greats
Harmon Killebrew, Rico Petrocelli, 
and Jim Lonborg. But, one man stands 
taller than the rest-Carl "Yaz" Yas
trzemski. This Saturday, we Red Sox 
fans will try to relive the magic of that 
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shining season as we watch Yaz pick 
up the bat one final time. 

I would like to submit the following 
article, "Delirium at Fenway-HHH is 
only No. 2, but Yaz is No. 1," from the 
October 1, 1967, Boston Globe to help 
my colleagues capture the spirit of 
1967 and the man who made it 
happen. 

DELIRIUM AT F'ENWAY 

<By Bud Collins) 
At nine minutes to five Saturday after

noon 32,909 baseball patrons at Fenway 
Park became prime candidates for the state 
hospital at Bridgewater. They went as mad 
as King Lear himself, deliriously and noisily 
mad, as Carl Yastrzemski struck his 44th 
home run to win Part I of Our Old Town 
Team's Last Stand. 

Part II goes on this afternoon at 2, the 
splendid madness continuing in the same 
asylum with its mint-green walls and nut
filled seats. 

Make that 32,908 people who went cuckoo 
at Fenway Saturday. A man from Minneso
ta named Hubert H. Humphrey did not blow 
his mind when Yastrzemski's three-run 
homer vanished into the Twins' bullpen in 
the seventh inning. Hubert, who seems to 
cheer harder because he is No. 2, was sud
denly silent. 

There was a look on his face reminiscent 
of the day he lost the 1960 West Virginia 
primary to a local boy named Kennedy. 
Flanking him, screaming and giving Hum
phrey the needle, were two men who had 
helped beat him in West Virginia-Sen. Ted 
Kennedy and former presidential assistant 
in charge of batting averages, Dave Powers. 

"I need protection from these Red Sox 
fans," Humphrey, said, looking warily at 
Kennedy and Powers. "Eddie Stanky told 
me these people were crazy here." 

The Vice President came into Boston with 
a 7-1 record for the eight Twins' games he 
has observed this season. "I wished Jim 
Kaat luck before this game," he said. He 
should wish Ho Chi Minh luck. Kaat's elbow 
broke down in the third inning and his suc
cessor, righthander Jim Perry, was pinched 
for two runs in the fifth inning as the Red 
Sox began to roll up their 6-4 victory. 

Yastrzemski's home run, which made the 
score 6-2, brought forth the grandest emo
tional display of the handkerchief-waving 
since the Harvard-Yale football game. The 
jubilant nuts were flapping their "Go-Red
Sox" banners, their Yastrzemski pennants, 
their hats as well as their hankies, they 
screamed insanely for 45 seconds, reducing 
the volume slightly when the game resumed 
with Elston Howard batting. ffiysses 
Dunbar, brother of the late columnist, took 
care not to drag his "Freak-Out-Red-Sox" 
banner on the grimy concrete. "This sheet 
has to go back on the bed tonight," he said. 

Mrs. Mary Tracy of Revere was spinning 
her "lucky" Red Sox parasol, made from a 
white tablecloth and covered with inspira
tional messages in red. "We have another 
tablecloth," she said. "I don't need to take 
this umbrella apart every time we eat." 

Everybody wanted to hold Yastrzemski's 
hand after he had done his daily good deed. 
The usual exhibitionists, four in all, did. 
They leaped onto the field to congratulate 
Carl, then were removed by the cops. Ted 
Kennedy and Hubert Humphrey looked 
jealous. Shaking hands is their business, 
and what a spot for a pol to shake hands; 
out there all alone with the TV cameras 
clutching the hand of Yastrzemski, the 
most valuable of players. Ted and Hubert 
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restrained themselves and did not run onto 
the field. 

Another pol named Brooke also showed 
up. Brooke did an extraordinary thing. It 
seems he bought Tickets because the Red 
Sox management didn't know he was there, 
he was neither a guest at luncheon or in a 
front row box. Sen. Ed Brooke sat in right 
field, unnoticed, with his good looking teen
age daughters, Remi and Edwina. "I'm with 
Ted Kennedy on this issue," Brooke said. 
"We're going to win." 

Humphrey, according to Dave Powers, has 
become L. Baines Johnson's "official repre
sentative at wakes and baseball games." The 
vice president had some of each Saturday. 
The wake was in the Twins' dressing room 
which he dutifully visited. "I'm still with 
you guys," Hubert told them. 

Vice presidential support is nice to have, 
but Humphrey is only No.2. The opposition 
party has No. 1: going for it; Carl Yastrzem
ski.e 

HAPPY 50TH BIRTHDAY DR. 
NORMAN MOSKOWITZ 

HON. LAWRENCE J. SMITH 
OF FLORIDA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, September 27, 1983 

e Mr. SMITH of Florida. Mr. Speaker, 
I am very proud to pay tribute today 
to Dr. Norman Moskowitz of Holly
wood, Fla., on the occasion of his 50th 
birthday. 

Dr. Moskowitz, an alumni of Duke 
University, is a respected member of 
the south Florida community and has 
been recognized as an outstanding or
thopedic surgeon of the elderly. His 
professional achievements are many
he is the past chief of orthopedic sur
gery at the Biscayne Hospital, past 
chairman of the surgical department, 
and affiliated with Doctors' and Me
morial Hospitals. 

His dedication to medicine and his 
patients is unsurpassed. Norman 
Moskowitz has not been one to seek 
the limelight and public attention, but 
rather one who, without acclaim, gets 
the job done. He is a conscientious and 
dedicated citizen contributing his tal
ents to the benefit of a multitude of 
organizations, children's medical clin
ics, and individuals. His leadership and 
hard work has served the south Flori
da community well. 

Norman Moskowitz has been a dear 
friend of mine for many years, and 
while I have long been aware of his 
outstanding abilities in his field, Mr. 
Speaker, I wished to acknowledge his 
achievements and dedication on behalf 
of the community. I sincerely wish 
Norman my heartfelt, best wishes for 
a very happy birthday celebration 
with his wife Bernice, and children 
Neil and Larry.e 
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LOUIS ARMSTRONG MIDDLE 

SCHOOL HONORED FOR EX
CELLENCE 

HON.GARYL.AC~ 
OF NEW YORK 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, September 27, 1983 
e Mr. ACKERMAN. Mr. Speaker, I 
would like to bring to the attention of 
my colleagues the great honor that 
has been bestowed on the Louis Arm
strong Middle School of East Elm
hurst, N.Y. In a year in which numer
ous criticisms-many of them justi
fied-have been leveled against the 
American public school system, it is re
freshing to hear about a school that 
has been cited by the Department of 
Education for academic excellence and 
educational creativity. The Louis Arm
strong Middle School has been so hon
ored. Its quality is indicative of the 
giant strides being made by public in
stitutions in teaching the future lead
ers of this Nation. 

This recognition could not have been 
achieved without the tireless dedica
tion of the school's faculty and the 
ceaseless commitment of the students 
and their parents. The classroom as 
well as the proper home enviornment 
are both prerequisites for an atmos
phere conducive to thoughful inquiry 
and the pursuit of knowledge. The 
Louis Armstrong School is blessed 
with both. Under the able guidance of 
its principal, Alfred D. Herman, the 
school has embarked on a mission to 
develop the vast resources that exist 
within the minds of the young people 
East Elmhurst. And the Parents 
Teachers Association, under the lead
ership of Louisa N enno and Leon 
Payne, has provided the support nec
essary for the success of the school's 
varied programs, and to help parents 
become involved in their children's 
academic progress. 

In addition, it is important to note 
that the Louis Armstrong School was 
established as a joint effort by the 
board of education and Queens Col
lege of the City University of New 
York. This dual sponsorship enables 
the children to utilize the vast teach
ing and other educational resources of 
Queens College, and enhances the 
school experience. This type of project 
is unique to the educational process, 
and the enriched education it provides · 
is evidence by the recognition that the 
Louis Armstrong School has received. 
Queens College has helped develop 
the school's innovative curriculum. 
Queens College's student teachers 
help instruct Louis Armstrong's 
pupils. The college has also been in
strumental in funding special educa
tional projects that the Louis Arm
strong School has used. Much credit 
for the innovation and quality of the 
education belongs to Saul Cohen, 
president of Queens College; Sidney 
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Trubowitz, director of the Queens Col
lege Center for Improvement of Edu
cation in the middle Grades; and John 
Lidstone, dean of the Queens College 
Department of Education. This joint 
effort started out as merely an experi
ment. I hope that it not only become a 
permanent component of the educa
tion of the children of East Elmhurst, 
but also serves as an incentive and 
model for other schools to embark on 
similiar ventures. 

Mr. Speaker, in this year more than 
any other year in the past, it is impor
tant to note the achievements of ex
emplary educational institutions, so 
that other schools may emulate them. 
The Louis Armstrong Middle School is 
one such institution. I know that all 
my colleagues join me in congratulat
ing the Louis Armstrong Middle 
School on its achievements, and wish 
it continued success as it explores new 
avenues of educational innovation.• 

TRIBUTE TO CONGRESSMAN 
JAMES C. CORMAN 

HON. HOWARD L. BERMAN 
OF CALIFORNIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, September 27, 1983 

• Mr. BERMAN. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
today to pay tribute to Congressman 
James C. Corman, who served with 
great distinction as a Member of this 
body from 1961 to 1981. As the Con
gressman from the San Fernando 
Valley area of Los Angeles, which I am 
now privileged to represent, Congress
man Corman has contributed much of 
the growth and development of San 
Fernando Valley. Jim Corman also 
became one of the leading Members of 
Congress during his tenure, serving as 
a member of the House Ways and 
Means Committee and as chairman of 
the Subcommittee on Public Assist
ance and Unemployment Compensa
tion. He has been a strong supporter 
of progressive tax reform, and has led 
the effort to make health care more 
affordable to all Americans. 

Congressman Corman has long been 
dedicated to the preservation and ad
vancement of civil rights. He played a 
significant role in the passage of the 
landmark Civil Rights Act of 1964. He 
has been a strong defender of the free
doms guaranteed to each and every 
citizen of this country with his sup
port of important Government pro
grams to grant equal rights, protect 
consumers, and permit freedom of 
choice, and as an opponent to the pro
posed school prayer amendment. 

During his 20 years of service as a 
Member of this distinguished institu
tion, Congressman Corman has also 
contributed his efforts and consider
able talents to the House Committee 
on Small Business, of which he was a 
member, and the National Advisory 
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Commission on Civil Disorders, to 
which he was appointed in 1967 by 
President Johnson. In addition, Con
gressman Corman was so well respect
ed by his Democratic colleagues that 
he was chosen to serve as chairman of 
the Democratic Congressional Cam
paign Committee in 1976. 

Jim Corman is best described as a 
determined, dedicated leader, who, 
during his many years of public serv
ice, set the ideal for those who were to 
follow. He is a gentle, caring, compas
sionate man who always has the needs 
of the people and the community fore
most in his mind. Personally speaking, 
I would describe Jim Corman as a good 
friend. 

Mr. Speaker, on this Friday, Septem
ber 30, 1983, Congressman James C. 
Corman will be honored at a dinner 
celebrating the formal presentation of 
the records of his 20 years of congres
sional service to the Urban Archives 
Center, on the campus of the Califor
nia State University, Northridge. The 
Urban Archives Center was estab
lished in 1978 to preserve the archival 
records of groups and individuals asso
ciated with public growth in Metropol
itan Los Angeles. The center already 
has collected over 250,000 separate 
items, and makes these available to 
the public for research. I share Jim 
Corman's hope that the Urban Ar
chives Center will grow and prosper as 
it continues to preserve the history of 
our community. 

I would like to take this opportunity 
to personally congratulate Congress
man Corman on his two decades of 
service to this body, and on his con
tinuing efforts today to serve the 
people of the San Fernando Valley 
and Los Angeles.e 

CENTENNIAL OF PASADENA 
LODGE NO. 272, F. & A.M. 100 
YEARS OF MASONRY IN THE 
SAN GABRIEL VALLEY 

HON.CARLOSJ.MOORHEAD 
OF CALIFORNIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, September 27, 1983 
e Mr. MOORHEAD. Mr. Speaker, on 
October 21, the Pasadena Lodge No. 
272 F. & A.M. will celebrate and com
memorate a landmark date-its 100th 
birthday in the San Gabriel Valley. 

As a centenarian, this venerable in
stitution is older than many of the 
cities in the valley, including Pasade
na. 

For 10 decades, the members of the 
Pasadena Lodge have been leaders and 
movers in the community and the 
State. 

For 100 years, the members of the 
Masonic temple have donated their 
time, talents, and considerable re
sources to projects and charities that 
have benefitted countless individuals. 
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For five score years, this organiza

tion has made many tangible and in
tangible contributions toward a 
stronger, better society by molding 
stronger and better men within its 
ranks. 

Mr. Speaker to help commemorate 
the 100th anniversary of a grand and 
patriotic group, I would like to pro
claim before my colleagues in the 
House of Representatives, October 21 
as the centennial of Pasadena Lodge 
No. 272, F. & A.M., 100 years of Ma
sonry in the San Gabriel Valley.e 

PERSONAL EXPLANATION 

HON. JAMES McCLURE CLARKE 
OF NORTH CAROLINA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

'1_'uesday, September 27, 1983 

• Mr. CLARKE. Mr. Speaker, on Sep
tember 13 and 14, 1983, I was necessar
ily absent for three votes. I would like 
to make clear my position on those 
measures considered in the House. 

On the motion to recommit H.R. 
3520, the Rehabilitation Act amend
ments, rollcall No. 332, I would have 
voted "nay." 

On the final passage of H.R. 3520, 
the Rehabilitation Act amendments, 
rollcall No. 333, I would have voted 
"yea." 

On the final passage of H.R. 5, the 
Ocean and Coastal Resources Manage
ment Act, rollcall No. 334, I would 
have voted "yea." 

Mr. Speaker, I appreciate having 
this opportunity to make my position 
known for the record.e 

KOREAN AIR LINES FLIGHT 007 

HON. BARBARA B. KENNELLY 
OF CONNECTICUT 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, September 27, 1983 

• Mrs. KENNELLY. Mr. Speaker, the 
shooting down of Korean Air Lines 
flight 007, an unarmed, civilian jetlin
er, by the Soviet Union was a barbaric 
act of cold-blooded murder. The world 
will never forget the tragic series of 
events that led to the demise of KAL 
flight 007 on the evening of Septem
ber 1, 1983; it will never forget the pic
tures of grieved loved ones tossing 
flowers into the Sea of Japan in a 
final expression of love for the 269 
parents, children, and friends who 
died; it will never forget the voice of a 
Soviet pilot, chillingly devoid of 
human compassion reporting to his 
commanders that "the target is de
stroyed." 

My prayers of sympathy go out to 
the families of the 269 victims, espe
cially to the families the two Connecti
cut citizens aboard, Mark McGetrick 
of Danbury and Rebecca Scruton of 
Meriden, and to those of my colleague, 
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Representative Larry McDonald of 
Georgia. 

I applaud the action taken by Presi
dent Reagan in this crisis. He has 
shown temperance at a time when 
emotions demand a harsher response. 
Perhaps this evil act by the Soviets 
will convince the world of the true, 
twisted logic of the Soviet military bu
reaucracy, and how it, at least in 
peacetime, responds not to human 
reason, but a paranoid quest for secu
rity. 

The President's actions have hurt 
the Soviets where they are most vul
nerable-their image. The downing of 
the Korean airliner has boldly re
moved the carefully crafted image of 
peace lover which the Soviets labor so 
hard to convey to the world. Their ac
tions have shown their true colors. Af
ghanistan and Poland stirred world 
opinion about the Soviet's·lack of con
cern for human rights. The destruc
tion of KAL flight 007 has moved the 
world to express open revulsion 
toward the Soviet callous disregard of 
innocent human lives. 

More information about the fate of 
flight 007 is still being obtained. We 
know now that the Soviet fighter did 
indeed fire tracer bullets at the 
Korean 747. But did the pilot of the 
Soviet plane make sure he got his mes
sage across? Clearly not. Even if he 
had, did this then justify the Soviet 
decision to destroy an unarmed pas
senger jet? Certainly not. As more 
facts are uncoverd, we must not let 
ourselves be distracted from the harsh 
reality of this event: The Soviet Union 
willingly, knowingly, shot down an un
armed passenger airliner, killing all 
269 passengers and crew aboard. 

The Soviet Union could do a great 
deal to demonstrate to the world that 
they possess some semblance of hu
manity: They could allow Japanese 
and American ships to participate in 
the search for wreckage and bodies; 
they could issue a full and complete 
apology to the families of the passen
gers and crew aboard flight 007, and 
offer to pay compensation; they could 
issue a full apology to the Govern
ment of Korea and to Korean Air 
Lines; and they could give assurances 
to the world civil aviation community 
that steps will be taken to prevent 
such a heartless act from ever being 
repeated. They have not done so. They 
have not even said they are sorry. 

The lives of the 269 people aboard 
flight 007, I fear, ended in terror. 
They did not, however, end in vain. 
Our Government will continue to take 
a leadership role in demanding that 
the Soviet Union not be allowed to let 
the passage of time erase what they 
have done to 269 innocent people. 
Some may say more should be done to 
make the Soviet's pay for their ac
tions. I believe we should never let 
them forget-it is a price I think the 
Soviets will find difficult to pay.e 
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A TRIBUTE TO RICHARD AND 

LUCILLE SNYDER 

HON. JULIAN C. DIXON 
OF CALIFORNIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, September 27, 1983 
• Mr. DIXON. Mr. Speaker, on behalf 
of myself and Congressman MEL 
LEviNE, I would like to pay tribute to 
Richard and Lucille Snyder, who, on 
October 5, 1983 will celebrate their 
50th wedding anniversary. The Sny
ders moved to Santa Monica from New 
York over 30 years ago and have been 
active members of the community 
since that time. Richard recently re
tired from Occidental Insurance Co., 
after 40 years in the insurance field. 

Both Richard and Lucille are accom
plished musicians. Lucille is a former 
Julliard teacher and now teaches 
piano and organ in Santa Monica. 
Richard is also an avid keyboard 
player and plays the piano and organ 
regularly for the Elks Club. 

Richard and Lucille have two sons, 
Peter and Richard, Jr., and eight 
grandchildren. Peter is a cellist with 
the Los Angeles Philharmonic Orches
tra and Richard, Jr., is an electronics 
engineer and heads an electronics firm 
in New Jersey. 

The Snyders are active and vital 
people, loved by their family and 
friends and respected in their commu
nity. I firmly believe that you get out 
of life what you put in. Judging from 
the contribution the Snyders have 
made to society this is a time for them 
to rejoice and enjoy the fruits of their 
labor. I would like to congratulate 
them on their 50 years of marriage 
and wish them all the best that life 
has to offer.e 

JAPAN'S LEAD IN ROBOTICS 
INCREASES 

HON. DON FUQUA 
OF FLORIDA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, September 27, 1983 
• Mr. FUQUA. Mr. Speaker, the coun
try that leads the world in the tech
nologies of robotics and automated 
manufacturing will lead the world in 
manufacturing. I want that country to 
be the United States, and I am sure 
that other Members do, too. 

Paul Aron, vice chairman of the 
board of Daiwa Securities, makes the 
study of the Japanese and American 
robotics industries his profession. His 
most recent report, "The Robot Scene 
in Japan~ An Update," shows clearly 
that the United States, despite 
progress in the robotics industry, is 
falling farther behind Japan in this 
area, as a result of Japan's existing 
lead and greater rate of growth. 
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I am inserting selected excerpts 

from this report in the CONGRESSIONAL 
RECORD to alert Members to the chal
lenge we face from Japan in robotics 
and automated manufacturing. 

To advance the technologies and 
counter the challenge, I intend to in
troduce a set of three bills to promote 
automated manufacturing and robot
ics in the near future. 

Excerpts from Mr. Aron's report 
follow: 

Analysis of the detailed data on Japanese 
robot production and sales in 1982, recently 
released by the Japan Industrial Robot As
sociation <JIRA>. indicates several impor
tant trends. 

Japanese production of robots in 1982 in
creased 51.6% on a value basis to $471 mil
lion and 82.6% on a unit basis to 14,937. In 
comparison estimated American production 
in 1982 was $195 million in value, an in
crease of 25.8%, and 1,601 in units, a growth 
of 26.2%. Despite this expansion, America 
continues to lose ground vis-a-vis Japan-in 
1980 and 1981 U.S. production value 
equalled 49.3% and 49.8% respectively on a 
comparable basis while in 1982 American 
output reached 41.4% of Japan's robot pro
duction. On a unit basis American robot 
production has dropped to 10.7% of Japan's 
compared to 15.5% in 1981. 

The growth rate in value of robots in 
Japan has averaged 73.9% for the past five 
years and the annual rate has never fallen 
below 51.4 percent. As a consequence of this 
growth, the gap in installed operating 
robots between the U.S. and Japan is not 
being closed. At the end of 1982 total of in
stalled operating robots in Japan reached at 
least 31,900 and possibly 33,961 compared to 
6,301 in the U.S. Thus the U.S. has between 
18.6 percent and 19.8 percent of Japanese 
robots compared to 21.7 percent in 1981 and 
24.1 percent in 1980. 

Assembly robots play a major role in 
Japan representing 19.1 percent of installa
tions compared to the miniscule 1.2 percent 
in the U.S. 

Exports represented 14.2 percent of total 
value of Japanese robots in 1982 compared 
to 5.7 percent in 1981, 2.6 percent in 1980 
and 1.9 percent in 1979. 

The number of Japanese robot manufac
turers has risen almost steadily from 10 in 
1968 to 50 in 1970, 120 in 1976, 140 in 1979, 
150 in 1980, and 190 in 1981. There is no 
sign of a shakeout yet. 

MITI, having identified robot production 
as a major strategic industry for Japan's 
future, undertook several measures to popu
larize their utilization. MITI permitted a 
company that installed a robot to allocate 
13 percent of its initial purchase price in the 
first year as extra depreciation in addition 
to ordinary depreciation. With MITI en
couragement, at least, if not direction, a 
robot leasing company, Japan Robot Lease, 
<JAROL> was founded. MITI has also ar
ranged for direct government low interest 
loans to small and medium scale manufac
turers to encourage robot installation, for 
processes deemed to be dangerous for 
human labor. 

Like most governments in Western Europe 
and the U.S., MITI is subsidizing R&D 
robot projects although the actual amounts 
are quite small. It has depended largely on 
the private companies not only to develop 
the direction and scale of production, but 
also the undertake R&D. 

What distinguishes MITI has been its ef
fectiveness in creating projects in which a 
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large number of competitive robot manufac
turers and companies in related fields coop
erate and contribute researchers to study 
common problems. Thus, Japanese robot 
manufacturers maintain simultaneously in
tensely competitive and highly cooperative 
relationships without fear of prosecution 
under the Anti-Monopoly Law. 

As the Spokesman for the Long Term 
Credit Bank of Japan confidently put it: "It 
is only a matter of time before the industri
al robot becomes one more piece of mer
chandise which symbolizes Japan."e 

HOMER POST: 1888-1983 

HON. AL SWIFf 
OF WASHINGTON 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Tuesday, September 27, 1983 

e Mr. SWIFT. Mr. Speaker, Homer 
died last week. 

To hundreds of former students of 
Lincoln High School in Tacoma, 
Wash., that was not too surprising be
cause he was, after all, 95 years old. 
But it was sad because he had done so 
much for so many of us. 

Homer was what we all called him, 
those of us fortunate enough to pass 
his journalism class and become a part 
of the staff of the Lincoln News. He 
was, formally, Homer Post; former 
INS reporter, English department fac
ulty member and adviser to the school 
paper. What he seemed to be was an 
archetypical city editor-even though 
his circulation was only a large high 
school and his domain was a World 
War II portable called "the shack." 

What Homer really was, was a mag
nificent teacher. He knew his stuff-so 
he taught us how to do it right. What 
made him special to all of us was his 
enthusiasm. For him, the Lincoln 
News was vitally important. That 
made it important to us. And that 
made working on the paper very spe
cial. In our adolescent search for inde
pendent and adult responsibility, it 
was something real. It counted. 

Our successes met with praise. 
Failures crashed around our ears. 

Homer expected you to do it right 
when everyone else seemed to assume 
you were not ready yet. What a sense 
of pride grew from his confidence in 
you. And when sometimes you did not 
measure up, that is when you knew for 
sure he took you seriously, because he 
treated you like an adult: you have 
never been chewed out until you have 
been worked over by Homer. 

The end result was a high school 
newspaper that won national awards
the very top ones-consistently for 
over 20 years. But that was more 
Homer's reward. He really valued 
being No. 1 in the Nation year after 
year. Our reward was to have him en
trust to us the responsibility for keep
ing that previous string of successes 
going. 

We, his former students, are spread 
all over. He was forced by an arbitrary 
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"out at 65" rule to retire in 1953, so 
even the youngest of us who worked 
on his staff <how different than think
ing of it as "taking his class")-even 
the youngest of us are pushing 50. 

Homer was alert and active right to 
the last. That is reason for joy. My 
wife <another staffer) and I had a long 
visit with him and his wife, Laura, last 
year when he was 94. We read parts of 
a personal history he had started writ
ing. 

What Homer's passing brings to 
mind more than sadness is gratitude: 
thanks that I could be a part of his 
"staff" -that gangling group of acned 
adolescents that traipsed through 
nearly 30 years of his life-learning 
immensely about the world and then 
moving on out into it. Most us use 
something we learned from Homer ev
eryday. That is a kind of immortality 
not many of us will achieve. And it is a 
cause for celebration. 

Goodbye, Homer. And thank you.e 

AMERICA'S CUP RACES 

HON. FERNAND J. ST GERMAIN 
OF RHODE ISLAND 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Tuesday, September 27, 1983 

e Mr. STGERMAIN. Mr. Speaker, as 
a lifelong resident of Rhode Island 
who has always believed that Newport 
and the America's Cup races fit to
gether like hand in glove, I cannot 
help but feel a twinge of sorrow at this 
year's break in tradition-the first 
time the United States lost the Ameri
ca's Cup to the Australians. 

I am sure that many people will stop 
and reflect today at the news of A us
tralia II taking the coveted trophy 
away from Liberty. It is a milestone, a 
change in tradition. But, a disappoint
ment? The result of unfair tactics? An 
undeserving win? Not on your life. Our 
Australian friends have been joining 
us in this good natured competition 
for years. In fact, their first try at the 
Cup was in 1962. That year the Ameri
can entry was the Weatherly and the 
Australian entry was the Gretel. Presi
dent Kennedy and I along with many 
others viewed the race from the deck 
of the Navy destroyer, the Joseph P. 
Kennedy. Even then, the "Aussies" 
gave us a run for our money-they 
won the second race by 47 seconds, 
marking the first time in almost 30 
years that the United States lost a 
race-and good naturedly congratulat
ed us when we won the series. 

The Australians have shown great 
tenacity over the years. And when we 
won the cup, time and time again, 
they showed great sportmanship and 
diplomacy-time and time again. 

Indeed, it is too bad that Liberty was 
unable to defend the cup against A us
tralia II. But, if we had to lose, I, 
along with a host of Americans, am 
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glad it was to our deserving Australian 
friends. After all these years of hard 
work, they have earned the right to 
take the cup home with them. I am 
sure my colleagues join me in extend
ing the warmest congratulations to 
both skippers-John Bertrand of Aus
tralia, and Dennis Connor of the New 
York Yacht Club-and to both crews. 
All parties involved should be com
mended for showing outstanding sea
manship.e 

ANNA F. SULLIVAN, PIONEER IN 
THE LABOR MOVEMENT AND 
WESTERN MASSACHUSETTS' 
FIRST LADY OF LABOR 

HON. EDWARD P. BOLAND 
OF MASSACHUSETTS 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, September 27, 1983 

• Mr. BOLAND. Mr. Speaker, the 
working people of Massachusetts and 
many of the State's present and 
former public officials have lost a 
great supporter with the death last 
week of Anna F. Sullivan of Holyoke, 
former manager of the Holyoke Joint 
Board of the Textile Workers Union of 
America. 

Once described at a testimonial 
dinner as Western Massachusetts' 
First Lady of Labor, Anna Sullivan 
went to work in the Holyoke silk mills 
of William Skinner & Sons at age 14 
after the turn of the century. She was 
an early pioneer in the labor move
ment in Massachusetts, getting her 
start as a member of the weavers 
union in 1932. Later she helped to 
form the Textile Workers Union at 
the Skinner Silk Mill and in 1936 she 
was elected secretary of the local. 

She was manager of the Holyoke 
Joint Board of the Textile Workers 
Union, which included Greater Spring
field, from 1944 to 1966. She was man
ager of the Berkshire Joint Board in 
Pittsfield from 1958 until 1966. She 
also helped to form the first Congress 
of Industrial Organization Union in 
western Massachusetts, and later was 
an organizer for the national staff of 
the CIO. 

Anna Sullivan was a representative 
for the Springfield office of the Mas
sachusetts Commission Against Dis
crimination from 1966 until her retire
ment in October 1972. She was an 
active member of the political commit
tee of the Springfield-Chicopee-West
field Labor Council and political direc
tor on the board of directors of the 
Springfield Chapter of the American 
Red Cross. She was a member of the 
War Manpower Commission from 1941 
to 1945, the Western Massachusetts 
Office of Price Administration from 
1941 to 1945 and the rent control 
board from 1946 to 1952. 

Anna Sullivan was the Democratic 
nominee for the First Congressional 
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District in 1950, and was a close per
sonal friend of President Johp. ·Fitzger
ald Kennedy. 

She was an active member and direc
tor of the Springfield Orchestra Asso
ciation, the Holyoke Community 
Chest and the Visiting Nurses Associa
tion of Holyoke. 

Mr. Speaker, Anna Sullivan was a 
great and gracious lady and a close 
personal friend of mine for many 
years. I want to extend on behalf of 
the Massachusetts congressional dele
gation our profound sympathy to the 
members of her family. 

I also ask permission to have includ
ed with my remarks an editorial on 
Anna Sullivan printed in the Spring
field Sunday Republican on Septem
ber 25: 

The article follows: 
ANNA SULLIVAN LABOR PIONEER 

When Anna F. <Burns> Sullivan went to 
work in a Holyoke mill at the age of 14, the 
20th Century was also still in its teens. 

When she became actively interested in 
the labor movement in 1932, the nation 
found itself in the depths of the Great De
pression. 

When she helped to organize the Textile 
Workers Union at Holyoke's William Skin
ner & Son mill in 1936 and became its secre
tary, she was firmly established in the labor 
movement. 

When she died in Holyoke Thursday at 
the age of 79, she left behind an impressive 
record in the movement as well as in the 
community at large. 

In recent decades of her long and produc
tive life Mrs. Sullivan was referred to as 
"Western Massachusetts' first lady of 
labor," an unofficial title of respect and ad
miration that she had earned by her dedi
cated service to the movement. 

She helped to form the first Congress of 
Industrial Organizations union in Western 
Massachusetts, and later became an organiz
er for the national staff of the CIO. 

From 1944 to 1966 she was manager of the 
Holyoke Joint Board of Textile Workers, for 
a region that included Greater Springfield, 
and she was manager of the Berkshire Joint 
Board in Pittsfield from 1958 until its end in 
1966. 

Among her other labor affiliations, she 
was a member of the political committee of 
the Springfield-Chicopee-Westfield Labor 
Council. 

Her legendary stamina and energy was 
also directed to the War Manpower Com
mission from 1941 to 1945, the Western 
Massachusetts Office of Price Administra
tion from 1941 to 1945 and the Rent Control 
Board from 1946 to 1952. In 1950 she was an 
unsuccessful candidate for Congress. 

She was a representative for the Spring
field Office of the Massachusetts Commis
sion Against Discrimination from 1966 until 
her retirement in 1972. She was a director 
of the Springfield Orchestra Association, 
the Holyoke Community Chest and the Vis
iting Nurses Association of Holyoke. 

Mrs. Sullivan grew up with the labor 
movement in Western Massachusetts, and 
was a major influence in labor's hard-won 
struggle. 

The 1950s-era photo published along with 
her obituary in The Morning Union carries 
a union "bug" -a logo identifying the photo
graphic print as the product of a union 
worker. Of course.e 
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TRIBUTE TO SPECIAL AGENT 

RAU:L G. SALINAS 

HON. SOLOMON P. ORTIZ 
OF TEXAS 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

· 'J'uesday, September 27, 1983 

• Mr. ORTIZ. Mr. Speaker, it gives 
me great pleasure to bring to the at
tention of this body a special agent of 
the FBI who recently received the At
torney General's Certificate of Award 
during the Department of Justice's 
Hispanic Heritage Week. Raul G. Sali
nas was recognized for devoting the 
past 8 years of his life in carrying out 
the mission of his Department and for 
his special contributions in furthering 
the goals of the Department's Hispan
ic employment program. 

Special Agent Salinas of Alice, Tex., 
is currently the host of the FBI's "Pla
ticando Con El FBI," Spanish radio 
program. This program is broadcast by 
65 Spanish radio stations throughout 
the United States. Not only has he dis
cussed and featured topics about the 
duties and responsibilities of the 
Bureau, but he has also been a leading 
voice on the airwaves regarding the 
dangers of drugs to the Hispanic com
munity. 

Another project that has consumed 
the time and energy of Mr. Salinas has 
been his leadership of the Hispanic re
cruitment program for the FBI. Due 
to his untiring efforts, our Nation now 
boasts having approximately 300 His
panic FBI agents among its 7,800 
members. In fact, the Texas Legisla
ture passed a resolution in May honor
ing Special Agent Salinas' dedication 
in doubling the number of Hispanic 
agents since 1978. 

Raul Salinas has certainly left an 
important imprint on our national 
conscience. His work in promoting the 
advancement of Hispanics through law 
enforcement and active involvement in 
our democratic process serves as an in
spiration to us all. He continues to in
still pride in the heritage of the His
panic and personifies the valuable role 
of Hispanics in American life.e 

SHULTZ-KELLEY PHOTOGRAPH 

HON. GUY V. MOUNARI 
OF NEW YORK 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, September 27, 1983 
e Mr. MOLINARI. Mr. Speaker, a 
number of my colleagues have recent
ly asked me to explain the details of 
what happened last week regarding 
the Associated Press photograph of 
Secretary of State George Shultz and 
Marine Corps Commandant, Gen. P. 
X. Kelley, testifying before the For
eign Affairs Committee, that ran in 
many newspapers across the country. 
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My intention now is to let my col
leagues know just what happened. 

Like many other Americans, I saw 
the picture of Secretary Shultz cover
ing his eyes as· Commandant Kelley 
spoke next to him. The caption under 
the picture indicated that Shultz was 
reacting to Commandant Kelly's refer
ence to troops who were sent to "Viet
nam a year ago." Kelley quickly cor
rected himself to say "into Lebanon." 
The impression given was that the 
Secretary was reacting in disbelief to 
the general's statement. 

I discussed the photo with one of my 
staff members that morning. He 
stated that he had seen a videotape of 
the incident on a morning news show 
and that he did not believe that the 
Secretary's motions with his hands 
were related to the Kelley remark. I 
called on a colleague on the Foreign 
Affairs Committee who was present at 
the hearing and he gave me the same 
impression. 

I spoke on the House floor soon 
thereafter, pointing out the incorrect 
description given the picture. 

I called the Associated Press bureau 
in Washington. They told me that 
they stood by the photograph. 

A member of my staff contacted 
CBS-TV News in New York and in 
Washington in an attempt to obtain a 
copy of the videotape. He explained 
that I believed the photo caption was 
in error. 

We then arranged to view the tape 
of the hearing at the C-Span studio. 
At the relevant point in the hearing, 
the camera was only on General 
Kelley so it could not be determined 
when the Secretary raised his hands. 
There was, however, no audible reac
tions to the Kelley misstatement. 

On Thursday, the CBS Evening 
News ran a story on the photo, show
ing a videotape of the incident and 
strongly implying that the photo cap
tion was misleading. At 2:17 Friday 
morning, Associated Press transmitted 
a corrective story to all its member 
newspapers stating that the photo car
ried a misleading caption and asked 
them to run a story saying so. The As
sociated Press stated: 

The tape showed Shultz rubbing his eyes 
in what might have been a gesture of weari
ness rather than the reaction to Kelley im
plied in the caption. 

I commend the Associated Press for 
running a corrective bulletin. The two 
newspapers I initially saw the photo 
in, the New York Times and the 
Washington Post, ran corrective sto
ries. The Times also stated that it had 
contacted Associated Press on Wednes
day to verify the validity of the photo. 

Today, I hope there is no misunder
standing of this photograph. The 
original photo caption did a major dis
service to Commandant Kelley and 
millions of newspaper readers. Now 
the error has been corrected as best as 
possible. Unfortunately, the best 
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effort to correct the mistake cannot 
erase the impressions that were cre
ated by the original photo caption. 

I would hope that responsible people 
in the media will take all possible pre
cautions to prevent an incident of this 
type from happening again. While I 
believe that most reporters do present 
the news in a fair manner, this inci
dent shows the difference a few sec
onds can make regarding the interpre
tation of a news photograph.e 

ZILDJIAN DAY 

HON. GERRY E. STUDDS 
OF MASSACHUSETTS 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, September 27, 1983 
• Mr. STUDDS. Mr. Speaker, it is rare 
that I have the pleasure of celebrating 
the 360th anniversary of anything, let 
alone a family-owned business in my 
congressional district, so I am particu
larly happy to congratulate the Avedis 
Zildjian Co., the world's foremost 
cymbal manufacturer and the second 
oldest company continuously owned 
by the same family. While the compa
ny now makes its home in Norwell, 
Mass., I am afraid I cannot claim it as 
a native industry. The Zildjian Co. had 
its start in Constantinople in 1623, 
when an alchemist named A vedis first 
discovered the still-secret formula 
used to make the famous Zildjian cym
bals. 

I congratulate the Zildjian Co. not 
simply on its longevity, but also on the 
quality of its work. Zildjian is not just 
the sole American cymbal-maker, but 
it is the chosen cymbal of the world's 
most famous percussionists. Zildjian's 
combination of modem technology 
and age-old tradition is unique, and 
through this combination the compa
ny has remained in the forefront of 
percussion music. I congratulate the 
Zildjiah family on the 360th anniver
sary of the founding of this special 
company.e 

SEC'S LICENSE TO STEAL 

HON.DONALDJ.PEASE 
.OF OHIO 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, September 27, 1983 
• Mr. PEASE. Mr. Speaker, another 
blow has been struck in the name of 
deregulation by the administration. 
The Securities and Exchange Commis
sion last week repealed a rule that had 
required corporate executives to dis
close to their stockholders how and 
how much executives were being com
pensated with nonsalary perquisites. 
While executives may have previously 
felt some compunction to report their 
chauffeured transportation, exclusive 
country club memberships, or other 
company-paid executive fringe com-
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pensation, the SEC, in the interest of 
saving money, has done away with the 
rule and replaced it with a ceiling on 
perks. Executives can now receive no 
more than 10 percent of their salary in 
perks, or $25,000, whichever is less. 

It is wonderful how deregulation 
always saves money. It just matters 
whose money you are saving. Is the 
$25,000 a ceiling? Or is it more likely a 
new floor for executive perks? 

Mr. Speaker, adoption of this new 
rule is another example of the anti
consumer attitude of this President 
and his appointees. I find it pathetic 
that a stockholder will not even be en
titled to know precisely how execu
tives are compensated in the company 
whose stock he holds. 

And given the President's frequent 
admonition that the public themselves 
should be allowed to decide a given 
issue, I am distressed that the SEC 
could not have simply changed the 
rule to allow a company's stockholders 
the right to vote on whether or not 
they felt it necessary to have the dis
closure. Killing disclosure entirely and 
replacing it with a floor will probably 
tum out to be entirely counter-produc
tive to the SEC's professed intentions. 

If my colleagues have not already 
read the Washington Post's financial 
section Monday morning column by 
Jerry Knight, I am inserting it for 
their information. The article follows: 
[From the Washington Post, Sept. 26, 19831 

SEC DEREGULATION GIVES TOP BRASS A 
LicENsE To STEAL 

<By Jerry Knight> 
In the name of deregulation, the Securi

ties and Exchange Commission last Thurs
day gave corporate executives a license to 
steal. 

You can pad your paycheck with perqui
sites and you don't have to tell the stock
holders, unless the freebies add up to more 
than 10 percent of your pay, the SEC decid
ed. 

Country club dues, a corporate hideaway, 
a company car or any little fringe benefit 
you can finagle can be yours and the folks 
who invested in the company will never 
know, the commission told Wall Street. Dis
closure rules in effect since 1978 were can
celed, effective immediately. 

We're not doing this to save executives 
the embarrassment of having their off-the
books benefits disclosed to the stockholders, 
the five SEC members chorused unanimous
ly. We're doing this to save money for the 
company and to save time for investors. 

Think of how much money businesses 
have wasted telling stockholders about the 
extracurricular benefits paid to executives. 
All the wear and tear on adding machines to 
total up the club dues, the chauffeur's 
salary, the monthly Mercedes payments. To 
say nothing of the outrageous cost of 
shrinking those numbers into flea-size type 
and hiding them amongst the footnotes in 
reports to stockholders. Think of how much 
time stockholders wasted reading those 
footnotes. 

By the logic of the SEC, the untold hun
dreds of dollars saved by not disclosing de
tails of executive compensation will no 
doubt be invested in capital equipment, new 
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factories and new research that eventually 
will trickle down into jobs for unemployed. 
<If you believe that, I've got a supply-side 
tax cut to sell you.> 

The sad reality is that any piddling sav
ings from weakening the reporting require
ments will be more than offset by the new 
perquisites that are likely to be paid as the 
result of the new policy. 

Anyone who understands the workings of 
regulations knows what happens when the 
government establishes a threshold for the 
enforcement of any rule-all the action 
tends to take place right outside the door. 

By requiring companies to report execu
tive fringe benefits that amount to more 
than 10 percent of cash compensation <or 
$25,000 a year, which ever is less), the SEC 
has created a free fire zone. Anything up to 
10 percent is unreported, unregulated and 
usually untaxed. 

Back in the days when perks had to be re
ported to the stockholders, many executives 
hesitated to ask for them. Board members 
and top management understand that a lot 
of stockholders resent imperial executives. 

It doesn't look good to give an interest
free mortgage to a $100,000-a-year vice 
president, to subsidize country club dues for 
people who can afford to pay their own 
greens fees or to lease a Lincoln for the 
boss. 

As even the five SEC members must un
derstand, any disincentive for digression was 
destroyed by the 10 percent threshold. The 
threshold becomes a ceiling for unreported 
income. The first 10 percent is free. You can 
drive a mighty long gravy train through 
that loophole. 

Executives of the old Auto-Train Corp. 
got away with giving themselves a private 
railroad car as a perk back in the days 
before the Carter administration demanded 
disclosure of freebies. 

Perks weren't what derailed Auto-Train, 
but they certainly were a symptom of its 
problems. Investors began to lose faith in 
the management of the railroad when some
one leaked information about the private 
car, the Mercedes and the Jaguar provided 
the president and the condominium in Flori
da shared by the top brass. The people who 
wound up holding worthless Auto-Train 
stock might not have invested in the compa
ny if they'd known how high on the hog the 
executives were eating. 

The Auto-Train affair ought to show the 
SEC members they are wrong if they think 
that allowing executives to hide their fringe 
benefits is going to help avoid scandals. If 
anything, it will create more petty backbit
ing about the propriety of particular prereq
uisites. Dirty little leaks will replace routine 
disclosure. The corporate gadflies will feast 
on the droppings. 

Disclosure of compensation keeps execu
tives honest. It discourages dubious expend
itures, holds down costs and increases prof
its. It provides investors with valuable infor
mation about a company's management. 
What better arguments could there be for 
continuing to require disclosure? 

Surely the cost of reporting compensation 
cannot outweigh these benefits. 

Disregarding the deterrent effect of dis
closure, the SEC action ignores the princi
ple that stockholders should be given as 
much information as possible so they can 
make intelligent investment decisions. So as 
democracy depends on an informed elector
ate, Wall Street depends on informed inves
tors. 

The SEC decision to let companies hide 
perks from their shareholders is a telling 
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commentary on the Reagan administra- colleagues may have regarding to this 
tion's regard for the public's right to know.e legislation, and 1 welcome their sup-

THE RESIDENTIAL RENTAL UNIT 
CONVERSION MORATORIUM 
AND TENANTS ASSISTANCE 
ACT 

HON. GARY L. ACKERMAN 
OF NEW YORK 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Tuesday, September 27, 1983 

e Mr. ACKERMAN. Mr. Speaker, 
today I have introduced an important 
piece of legislation which will have a 
significant impact on stabilizing the 
multiunit housing market, the Resi
dential Rental Unit Conversion Mora
torium and Tenants Assistance Act. 
Each year for the past decade thou
sands of families have been displaced 
because of the rampant conversion of 
rental housing to private ownership. 
While conversion in and of itself is not 
innately harmful, the effects that the 
uncontrolled conversion has on many 
of our citizens are. 

In a housing market where interest 
rates and the purchase costs are pro
hibitively high, a middle-income wage 
earner has little hope of homeowner
ship. The only alternative is to rent. 
However, runaway conversions of 
rental units to private ownership dras
tically cuts into the rental market. 
This has two detrimental effects. 
First, the supply of rental units 
become extremely scarce. This is 
pointed out by the surprising low va
cancy rates in our urban centers. For 
example, New York City has a vacancy 
rate of only 2.1 percent and Los Ange
les has a rate of merely 1.6 percent. 
The second effect is that the rental 
scarcity artificially drives up the cost 
of housing and prices middle to low 
income wage earners out of the 
market. I believe that it is about time 
for the Federal Government to inter
vene on behalf of these displaced citi
zens and assist them, through the lo
calities, to find proper housing. 

The legislation which I have intro
duced today has three provisions. 
First, the bill would impose a 3-year 
moratorium on the conversion of resi
dential rental units to residential units 
offered for sale. Second, it would au
thorize the Secretary of Housing and 
Urban Development to establish a 
commission to investigate and make 
recommendations pertaining to the 
problems inherent in conversions. And 
third, the bill would also call for the 
authorization of $10 million to fund a 
grant program adminstered by the 
Secretary of HUD. This would enable 
municipalities to assist individuals in 
locating appropriate housing, and to 
develop local strategies in dealing with 
low vacancy rates where there is high 
demand. 

Mr. Speaker, I welcome any com
ments or suggestions that any of my 

port of it.e 

MARIA TERRY 

HON. JUUAN C. DIXON 
OF CALIFORNIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Tuesday, September 27, 1983 

• Mr. DIXON. Mr. Speaker, while 
Members of Congress are often 
praised or lauded for their work in this 
Chamber, the truth remains that this 
institution would grind to a halt with
out the behind the scenes work of 
those individuals who work for the 
U.S. House of Representatives. 

I make this observation, because this 
week my Executive Secretary, who has 
been very special to my work in Con
gress is leaving my staff to return to 
California. Maria Terry has, in fact, 
worked for me some 11 years, dating 
back to my days as a member of the 
California State Assembly. She has 
been a loyal and trusted employee and 
a friend whose presence will be greatly 
missed. 

Maria's trademark has always been 
her good cheer and positive spirit, and 
she has made many warm friendships 
during almost 5 years here in Wash
ington, D.C. From constituents to Cap
itol Hill Police Officers, Maria made 
the Dixon office a friendlier place. So 
often, people in Los Angeles have re
marked on how helpful our office was 
in making their visit special, and 
almost always Maria's name would be 
mentioned. 

I am also grateful to Maria for her 
ability to somehow organize the chaos 
of Congress, even on those days when 
both subcommittees met simulta
neously, an important bill was on the 
floor, the phones were ringing off the 
hook, and a high school group was 
waiting in my office; Maria's spirits 
never dampened. 

Mr. Speaker, I have been fortunate 
to have had the opportunity to work 
with Maria for more than a decade, 
and in behalf of her many friends I 
extend our best wishes for her future 
success as she begins a new chapter in 
San Diego, Calif.e 

A TRIBUTE TO JAZZ GREAT 
JOHNNY HARTMAN 

HON.CHARLESB.RANGEL 
OF NEW YORK 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Tuesday, September 27, 1983 

e Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Speaker, I rise to 
pay homage to the life and contribu
tions of a truly great American musi
cian, Johnny Hartman. 

One rarely takes the liberty of going 
to the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD to laud 
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the contributions of an entertainer, 
but I take this occasion, Mr. Speaker, 
because the life of Johnny Hartman 
was not just one of an entertainer. It 
was more the life of one who was an 
ambassador. 

His music was felt in the hearts of so 
many people in America, Japan, Eng
land, Australia, and Germany. He 
brought them not only his great tal
ents, but also the beauty of many 
great artists such as Earl Hines, Dizzy 
Gillespie, John Coltrane, and Billy 
Taylor. His voice was one instrument 
in the symphony of jazz, which is no 
longer just an American art, but a uni
versal one. 

Johnny Hartman's talents have been 
recognized by the most prestigious 
music honorariums, including the 
Grammy nomination for the best jazz 
vocal performer in 1981, and the best 
male vocalist at the New York Jazz 
Awards in 1980. Although he was born 
in Louisiana and raised in Chicago, we 
in New York have taken him as our 
own because he chose to reside among 
us in the "music capital of the world." 
Indeed, he chose to reside in my con
gressional district in Harlem, which we 
like to believe is the "soul capital of 
America.'' 

It would be enough to mourn his 
death in terms of how music has lost 
one of its greats, and also in terms of 
what his loss means to his beloved 
wife Theodora and his children. But it 
is strange how everyone who knew 
him-and those who did not-feel that 
more than anything else, we have lost 
a good friend of the community. And 
so, Mr. Speaker, I want his family to 
know that while he is missed at home, 
in Harlem, and in New York City, we 
in Congress and the Nation as a whole 
will miss the contributions that 
Johnny Hartman continuously made. 

Fortunately for us, his memory and 
the songs will continue to be with us.e 

TO COMMEND THE COMMUNITY 
SERVICES DEPARTMENT OF 
SAN BERNARDINO 

HON. JERRY LEWIS 
OF CALIFORNIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Tuesday, September 27, 1983 

• Mr. LEWIS of California. Mr. 
Speaker, I am sure my colleagues re
member the Colorado flooding disaster 
which seriously afflicted my district in 
California as well as the six surround
ing States. I would like to take this op
portunity to commend a most effective 
emergency relief team, the Communi
ty Services Department of San Bernar
dino County, for their efforts regard
ing the Colorado River emergency 
relief program. 

It is indeed comforting to know that 
in the event of a disaster, such as the 
Colorado River flood crisis, that there 
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are such competent and efficient 
people to take charge of an emergency 
situation. The management and staff 
of the Community Services Depart
ment of San Bernardino County 
should be recognized for their tireless 
hours of participation in the Colorado 
River emergency relief program. Mr. 
Speaker, I take great pride in com
mending to my colleagues the individ
uals who were a part of this important 
project and they are: Rodolfo H. 
Castro, Patricia L. Nickols, Sandra 
Brown, Kethy A. Kivley, Marvel Kil
lins, Pauline Duncanson, Maria 
Juarez, Joan Hunsaker, Susan 
Campos, Charles Adams, Jr., Ed Cas
tillo, Maxine Hickman, Bobbie 
Thompson, Zenaida V. Ortega, Jenny 
Alvarado, and Mary Dominguez. 

I am also inserting in the RECORD a 
copy of a letter that discusses CSD's 
role in providing emergency services 
during the Colorado River flood crisis. 
I know their efforts and service were a 
tremendous help to the victims in the 
Colorado River area. 

STATE OF CALIFORNIA GOVERNORS'S 
OFFICE, OFFICE OF ECONOMIC OPPORTU
NITY, 

Sacramento, Calif., July 5, 1983. 
RODOLFO CASTRO, 
Executive Director, Community Services De

velopment of San Bernardino County, 
San Bernardino, Calif, 

DEAR MR. CASTRO: The State Office of 
Economic Opportunity <OEO> wishes to ex
press it's gratitude to your agency for your 
quick response and staff participation in it's 
Colorado River Emergency Relief Program. 

As a result of the meeting held here in the 
OEO Southern Region Office, on July 1, 
1983, we will be able to provide possible 
flood victims in the Colorado River area 
with emergency assistance in the immediate 
future. 

Thank you for your cooperation. We look 
forward to working with you on this joint 
project. 

Sincerely, 
RICHARD M. TAFOYA, 

Southern Region Manager.e 

FEDERAL COURT SYSTEM 
REFORM 

HON. DON SUNDQUIST 
OF TENNESSEE 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Tuesday, September 27, 1983 

e Mr. SUNDQUIST. Mr. Speaker, 
after reviewing the results of my 
recent questionnaire I learned that 
the residents of my district over
whelmingly prefer tougher crime 
measures and support a review of Fed
eral judges after a 10- or 15-year 
tenure. For this reason, I am introduc
ing two pieces of legislation today, 
aimed at reforming our Federal court 
system. 

The first bill amends the Constitu
tion of the United States relative to 
the appointment and tenure of Feder
al judges below the level of the Su
preme Court. Currently, Federal 
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judges are appointed to life terms con
tingent only on good behavior. This 
practice makes it almost impossible to 
remove judges from the bench. When 
the Constitution was written, it was in
tended that such procedures would 
allow judges to remain impartial and 
insulated from political pressure. In 
recent years, however, the judiciary 
has begun to vastly expand its role in 
policymaking. The current system of 
judicial tenure has made it almost im
possible to terminate the judgeship of 
poor appointees or those who overstep 
the bounds of their intended role. 

The ultimate goal of this and all 
similar proposals is to achieve balance 
between the principles of judicial inde
pendence and the accountability of 
public officials. The Constitution 
bases our Government on a system of 
checks and balances. However, it is im
possible to enforce this idea in a judi
cial system with life tenure. This bill 
proposes to achieve a reasonable bal
ance by providing fixed terms for Fed
eral judges with provisions for reap
pointment. It is hoped that this will 
allow the judiciary to maintain its in
dependence while introducing a rea
sonable and appropriate degree of ac
countability into the system. 

An important effect of this legisla
tion will be to make Federal judges ac
countable for their attempts at judi
cial activism. At the present time, they 
are the only public officials who are 
not accountable to any constituency. 
This is especially dangerous now that 
the judiciary has begun to try to 
expand their role to include policy
making. This was not the intention of 
the framers of the Constitution and 
several judges have flagrantly over
stepped the bounds of their authority 
in this area. An examination of specif
ic cases shows the detrimental effects 
of this situation: 

In 1981, an 8th Circuit Court of Appeals 
Judge reversed the decision of a jury which 
unanimously convicted a man of robbery 
and assault in 1973. The assailant, five years 
after his trial and conviction, objected to 
the composition of the jury during his trial. 
Because witnesses could not be assembled so 
many years after the crime, the man was 
not retried and was set free. 

In 1975 a man committed and was convict
ed of three counts of robbery with a deadly 
weapon. Two years later, he appealed his 
conviction claiming ineffective counsel. 
Both the lower state court and the Missouri 
Supreme Court ruled against his motion. 
But in 1980, the criminal filed a writ of 
habeas corpus in federal district court. After 
a full evidentiary hearing the Judge dis
missed the petition. However, the 8th Cir
cuit Court of Appeals accepted the appeal 
and contrary to the lower state and federal 
courts, decided the man was denied effective 
counsel and released him. 

It is clear from these facts and many 
other examples that we must provide 
some mechanism in our judicial 
system that will make judges account
able for actions such as these. 



September 27, 1983 
This legislation will also lead to judi

cial accountability in sentencing. At 
the present time, a great amount of 
disparity in sentencing exists. Two 
persons convicted of the same crime 
can receive greatly varying sentences. 
In a study involving 50 Federal judges 
and 20 actual cases, the extent to 
which disparity exists was revealed. In 
one case involving extortion and 
income tax violations, sentences 
ranged from 20 years and $65,000 fine 
to only 3 years in prison. Disparities 
such as these are often the result of 
the gross leniency practiced by some 
of our Federal judges. 

This proposal will make judges ac
countable for their actions by limiting 
their tenure. This would facilitate 
their removal from office if necessary. 
The House of Representatives has 
voted the Articles of Impeachment for 
only nine Federal judges, the most 
recent being Halstead L. Ritter in 
1936. Clearly, this indicates that 
judges in recent history have not been 
held accountable for their decisions. 
In light of the new judicial activism, it 
is a cause of great concern to others 
like myself who believe that no public 
official should have such freedom to 
make decisions without some mecha
nism for accountability. Limited 
tenure will help to insure that judges 
do not overstep the bounds of their 
constitutionally prescribed powers. 

Although this proposal may seem 
radical, and examination of relevant 
facts shows that this is not the case. 
During a 1972 hearing on a similar 
bill, Senator BYRD presented evidence, 
which is still current for 1983, showing 
that only 3 of the 50 States provide no 
fixed term for State judges; the other 
47 have limited tenure. It was also 
noted that most of these 4 7 States had 
made changes to the present arrange
ment based on prior unsatisfactory ex
perience with life tenure. At the 
present time, 2 of the 3 States that 
have no fixed term, Massachusetts and 
New Hampshire, have a retirement 
age of 70. Only Rhode Island has life 
tenure for its State judges. They can, 
however, be removed from office by a 
vote of the State legislature. These 
statistics would seem to indicate that 
the proposed legislation is not as radi
cal as it first appears and that it is in 
keeping with current widespread 
trends in America. 

If we in the legislature want to pre
serve the credibility of our Federal 
court system, we must act now to 
make the necessary changes. My pro
posal to provide set terms for Federal 
judges with provisions for reappoint
ment insures a degree of accountabil
ity. It guarantees that we can review 
the performance of our judges to see if 
their decisions follow societal norms. 
We will no longer be forced to suffer 
the dictates of a judge who oversteps 
the bounds of judicial authority. The 
basis of our system of justice will once 

EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS 
again be founded in the people and 
not in the whims of an uncontrolled 
Federal judge. 

Along with this legislation, I am also 
introducing a bill to establish sentenc
ing guidelines in the Federal courts. 
This is one of a number of measures 
proposed to eliminate sentencing dis
parities throughout the Federal court 
system. 

As I have already mentioned, judges 
today are given a great deal of latitude 
when sentencing convicts. This lati
tude has resulted in widely varying 
sentences for persons convicted of 
similar crimes. When the current laws 
were written, the broad sentencing 
guidelines were intended to allow 
judges to choose a sentence which fit 
the individual circumstances of each 
case. The result has been that judges 
use this latitude to shape sentences to 
their own personal definition of jus
tice. 

The goal of this measure is to elimi
nate inconsistencies that occur from 
court to court and to promote justice 
and certainty in sentencing. This is to 
be achieved through a system of 
guidelines that prescribe sentences de
pendent upon the history of the de
fendant and the nature of the crime. 
The guidelines would be submitted pe
riodically by a Committee on Sentenc
ing established within the Judicial 
Conference of the United States. After 
submission, the Congress would have 
180 days to act before the guidelines 
took effect. 

These guidelines would be in keep
ing with current trends in America. 
Many States now have mandatory sen
tencing in a number of forms. Forty
three have laws providing mandatory 
sentences for persons convicted of vio
lent crimes-murder, rape, and so 
forth. Mandatory sentences for nar
cotics and firearm offenses are also 
common. Thirty-seven States have 
mandatory prison terms for certain 
violations of gun laws and 29 have 
them for certain drug offenders. In ad
dition, mandatory prison terms exist 
in 30 States for career or habitual of
fenders. As these figures indicate, a 
move toward "fixed" or "determinate" 
sentencing is occurring across the 
country. 

Similar guidelines have recently 
been instituted in the State of Mary
land. This was done with the near
unanimous support of judges at the 
annual meeting of the State's Judicial 
Conference. The current use of guide
lines throughout the State is the cul
mination of a 2-year pilot project in 
selected areas. The most important 
point to note is that the program was 
initiated by the judges themselves. 
The Maryland State judges like many 
others around the country have recog
nized the need to correct the inequi
ties in sentencing that exist in our 
criminal justice system. 
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An important impact of this legisla

tion would be the clarification of our 
sentencing goals. A lack of goal clarifi
cation is the cause of many sentencing 
disparities. In effect, criminal justice is 
administered by men not by an act en
compassing norms. 

The goals of sentencing take several 
diverse forms. Rehabilitation-reform
ing offenders through treatment and 
corrective measures aimed at making 
them productive citizens-usually 
brings more lenient sentences. Howev
er, the effectiveness of rehabilitation 
has been questioned. A survey of over 
200 studies on this subject showed 
little reason to believe that rehabilita
tion programs reduce the number of 
repeat offenders. The more utilitarian 
goals tend to carry harsher sentences 
with them. Such goals would be gener
al deterrence imposing penalties that 
are severe enough to discourage others 
from committing similar crimes; spe
cial deterrence-imposing penalties 
severe enough to discourage the of
fender from committing any more 
crimes; and incapacitation-removing 
an offender from society so that he 
cannot commit additional crimes. By 
clarifying the goals of our criminal 
justice system, sentencing guidelines 
that meet their needs can be instituted 
rather than forcing the disparate 
minds of the Federal judiciary to 
make personal value judgments on 
which goals and sentences are appro
priate. 

This legislation also deals with the 
question of the Parole Commission. At 
the present time, parole boards have a 
great deal of influence over the length 
of time a criminal spends in prison. 
Prisoners can appeal their sentences 
to the Parole Commission to have 
them shortened. Critics, however, 
point to the fact that parole boards 
are even further removed from the 
crime than the judge which could 
impair their ability to weigh the facts 
of the case. In addition, the ability of 
a parole board to predict the future 
behavior of prisoners is called into 
question. In a study on parole deci
sions in New York State over a typical 
5-year period, half of all those let out 
on parole either commit a crime or vio
late parole rules. After considering 
these facts, it seems clear that our 
Federal judges could do a better job of 
handling the problems that arise with 
a prisoner's sentence than the Parole 
Commission. 

This bill provides greater certainty 
in sentencing which will lead to great
er deterrence of crime. Although this 
is not the ultimate solution to the 
crime problem, it is certainly a step in 
the right direction. 

I invite my colleagues to support 
these bills in an effort to begin to 
eliminate the inconsistencies and up
grade the quality of our Federal court 
system.e 
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